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Summary  
 
Introduction and purpose - This document is a report of an empirical quantitative research on 
the learning organization in a Dutch healthcare organization. The research aims to examine: 
1. the effects of work environment and personal characteristics on the learning organization; 
2. the learning organization in the role of mediating and dependent variable. 
 
Theoretical framework - Organizations operate in an increasingly complex, turbulent and 
unpredictable world. Factors causing these uncertainties are globalization, competition, new 
technologies and markets, changing customer demands, scarce resources and fading 
organizational boundaries (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Davies & Nutley, 2000; Davis & Daley, 
2008; Marsick, 2013; Marsick & Watkins, 1999a; Pool & Pool, 2007; Senge, 2006). Even 
healthcare has to deal with similar issues (McHargue, 2003; Orthner, Cook, Sabah, & 
Rosenfeld, 2006). In order to survive organizations have to adapt quickly and create their own 
future by becoming a learning organization (Senge, 2006). A learning organization is an 
organization that is skilled at creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge, due to a supportive 
culture and structure, resulting in new knowledge and insights, changes in behavior, continuous 
improvement and optimal performance (Garvin, 1993; Huysman, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 
2003; Pool & Pool, 2007). To move toward and maintain a culture of a learning organization it is 
necessary to know and understand the influencing factors (Rebelo & Gomes, 2011; Song, 
Chermack, & Kim, 2013; Sun & Scott, 2003). However, there is a lack of research on the 
learning organization in the role of the mediating and dependent variable. On the one hand 
literature recommends to study the influence of work environment characteristics (Park, Song, 
Yoon, & Kim, 2014), because learning barriers are mostly environmentally and organizationally 
based (Sun & Scott, 2003). On the other hand literature tends to ignore employees’ personal 
characteristics influencing the relationship between the learning organization and other 
variables (Schimmel & Muntslag, 2009), while several arguments for such a research can be 
found. In existing literature gaps were found concerning five characteristics that can be related 
to perceptions on the learning organization: the work environment characteristics workload 
pressure and access to resources, and the personal characteristics personal initiative, creative 
potential and work engagement. Job satisfaction was added as it is an important outcome the 
learning organization is related to (Chang & Lee, 2007; Dirani, 2009). 
 
Research question - Based on previous research and gaps in literature this research question 
was formulated: How are perceived workload pressure and access to resources related to 
perceptions on the learning organization and job satisfaction, and to what extent do employees’ 
personal initiative, creative potential and work engagement influence the relationships? 
Dutch version available on page 80 
Nederlandse samenvatting op pagina 80
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Methodology - To test the proposed relationships a quantitative empirical research design was 
chosen. Data were collected through an online multiple choice questionnaire consisting of Dutch 
versions of validated or frequently used scales, among which the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ), KEYS and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). 
The questionnaire was distributed to all employees of a Dutch healthcare organization in 
January and February 2015. 242 out of the 600 employees (40,3%) completed the 
questionnaire voluntarily. Consequently descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, multiple 
regression analysis, and mediation and moderation analyses were performed in SPSS. 
 
Results and conclusions – 1) Perceived workload pressure has a significant negative effect 
on perceptions on the learning organization. Perceived access to resources has a significant 
positive effect; 2) The positive effect of perceived access to resources on perceptions on the 
learning organization gets stronger when personal initiative rises. However, this moderating 
effect is significantly weak. Creative potential does not influence the effect of access to 
resources on the learning organization; 3) Work engagement positively affects perceptions on 
the learning organization; 4) Perceived workload pressure and access to resources indirectly 
affect perceptions on the learning organization through work engagement; 5) Perceived 
workload pressure and access to resources indirectly affect job satisfaction through perceptions 
on the learning organization; 6) The strength of the positive indirect effect of perceived access 
to resources through perceptions on the learning organization on job satisfaction depends on 
personal initiative as long as no other variables are in the model.  
 
Implications  - Responding to gaps in literature this study creates new models with concepts 
and relationships that were separately studied before. The following is recommended: 1) For 
validity and generalization purposes the study could be replicated among other organizations or 
industries, potentially longitudinal; 2) Using multiple sources and data of different points in time 
can maximize reliability; 3) Effects of demographic variables on perceptions on the learning 
organization and its relationship with other variables should be further examined; 4) Studying 
interrelations between work environment and personal characteristics may result into more 
complete models; 5) Time for learning, associated with workload pressure, can be added to the 
models. Practical implications for managers in the area of human resources, change and 
management are: 1) Provide structural opportunities for employees to work, reflect and learn 
together; give authorization explicitly to spend time on discussing ideas and mistakes; 2) 
Provide systems that support learning and sharing knowledge, like virtual rooms, e-learning and 
intranets; encourage employees to explore, mobilize and develop their personal capabilities; 
and offer them training programs based on their personal development plan; 3) Pay attention to 
personal characteristics, skills and career wishes periodically; 4) Ensure a well alignment of 
several work environment and personal characteristics as changing one factor is not enough; 5) 
Do not adapt because you have to survive. Learn because you want to excel.   
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1. Introduction 
This chapter introduces the topic of the research. First, the importance of learning in business 
and healthcare is explained (1.1). Subsequently, the rise of the learning organization (1.3) and 
gaps in existing literature (1.3) are described. Finally, the research purpose and research 
question are formulated (1.4).   
 
1.1 The importance of learning 
Organizations operate in an increasingly complex, turbulent and unpredictable world (Bates & 
Khasawneh, 2005; Davies & Nutley, 2000; Davis & Daley, 2008; Marsick & Watkins, 1999a; 
Pool & Pool, 2007). They are faced with globalization, competition, new technologies and 
changing customer demands. New markets and ways of doing business develop rapidly 
(Marsick, 2013), resources become scarce (Senge, 2006), organizational boundaries fade 
(Bates & Khasawneh, 2005), and economy becomes more and more knowledge-based (Davis 
& Daley, 2008). As a consequence just continuing what you were used to do is not a 
sustainable strategy (Singh, 2010). On the contrary, organizations have to be flexible and adapt 
themselves quickly in order to gain competitive advantage and survive (Fard, Rostamy, & 
Taghiloo, 2009; Huysman, 2000; Singh, 2010). Organizations that will truly excel finally are 
those that treat their employees as their main asset and that improve their core capabilities 
continuously (De Waal, 2007). According to Senge (2006) an organization should “continually 
expand its capacity to create its future” (p. 14). This requires ongoing organizational learning 
(Davies & Nutley, 2000; Davis & Daley, 2008; Fard et al., 2009; Gaile, 2013; Huysman, 2000; 
Örtenblad, 2001; Singh, 2010). From this perspective, the ability to learn turned out to be a 
competitive advantage itself (Gaile, 2013; Song et al., 2013).  
 
In recent decades healthcare has undergone enormous changes in many countries around the 
world (Jeong, Lee, Kim, Lee, & Kim, 2007). Healthcare organizations have to deal with social 
issues, increasing costs, decreasing budgets, and critical expectations of the public about 
results, their effectiveness and efficiency (McHargue, 2003; Orthner et al., 2006). New policies 
can force them to improve or innovate their services quickly (Orthner et al., 2006). Moreover 
initiatives like electronic health records and patient-centered healthcare require fundamental 
reform and transformation (Singer, Moore, Meterko, & Williams, 2012). Patients’ needs have to 
be satisfied and quality of care and services has to be continued and improved (Tsai, 2014). 
Improving patient safety is an increasing concern (Goh, Chan, & Kuziemsky, 2013), with 
emphasis on preventing medical errors and healthcare failures (Edmondson, 2004; Singer et 
al., 2012). In fact, like business environments the healthcare environment is complex and 
turbulent (Davies & Nutley, 2000; Singer et al., 2012). Therefore for healthcare learning is more 
crucial than ever before (Prugsamatz, 2010). 
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1.2 The rise of the learning organization 
Learning in organizations is a frequently described and researched topic in literature (Bontis, 
Crossan, & Hulland, 2002; Dirani, 2006; Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Yeo, 2005). In 1990 ‘the learning 
organization’ became popular by Senge’s book The fifth discipline (Berg & Chyung, 2008; 
Dirani, 2006; Jeong et al., 2007; Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Singh, 2010). Since then the learning 
organization has been a widely used concept in business (Dirani, 2013; Yeo, 2005). The 
learning organization is defined as an organization that is skilled at creating, acquiring and 
transferring knowledge, due to a supportive culture and structure, resulting in new knowledge 
and insights, changes in behavior, continuous improvement and optimal performance (Garvin, 
1993; Huysman, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Pool & Pool, 2007). Perceptions on the 
current status of the learning organization culture can be measured by the Dimensions of the 
Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) (Marsick, 2013; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; 
Watkins & O’Neil, 2013). Consequently, interventions can be selected to improve scores 
(O'Neil, 2003). However, to remove barriers and to move toward and maintain a culture of a 
learning organization it is necessary to know and understand the influencing factors (Rebelo & 
Gomes, 2011; Song et al., 2013; Sun & Scott, 2003). Remarkably Song et al. (2013) conclude 
that most of the studies using the DLOQ put the learning organization concept in the role of 
independent variable, whereas just a few situated it as the dependent or mediating variable. 
Either Rebelo and Gomes (2011) state that literature on the learning organization is “centered 
on the relationship between learning culture and its possible outcomes” (p. 174). Following 
these findings a preliminary literature synthesis was performed to determine systematically 
which independent variables in previous studies, whether or not the DLOQ has been used, have 
shown a significant relationship with the learning organization. Regarding the literature 
synthesis, which is comprehensively reported in appendix 1, most antecedents of the learning 
organization can be found in the organizational culture category. The next best researched 
antecedents can be found in the leadership, individual attitude and behavior, and management 
philosophy categories. However, out of the 208 articles with the learning organization as main 
topic only 20 used an empirical quantitative design with the learning organization as dependent 
output variable. Thus, consistent with findings and recommendations of Song et al. (2013), 
using the learning organization as a mediating and dependent variable seems to be an original 
and valuable contribution to existing literature.  
 
1.3 Gaps in literature 
Barriers to learning and knowledge transfer are mostly environmentally and organizationally 
based (Sun & Scott, 2003). Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, and Herron (1996) developed a 
model of perceptions on work environment characteristics that affect creative work in 
organizations. As creativity is an essential element for learning (Eskildsen, Dahlgaard, & 
Nørgaard, 1999), learning organizations (Watkins & O’Neil, 2013) and innovations (Amabile et 
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al., 1996; Park et al., 2014), the same work environment characteristics may affect the learning 
organization. Two characteristics of Amabile’s model, perceived workload pressure and access 
to resources, have been related to learning in previous studies. At this point some gaps can be 
traced. Firstly, there is literature about the influence of perceived workload on workplace 
learning – not the learning organization – but those studies are not unanimous about whether 
the effect is positive or negative (Kyndt, Raes, Dochy, & Janssens, 2013; Ruysseveldt & Van 
Dijke, 2011). Secondly, articles stressing the importance of resources for becoming a learning 
organization are mostly conceptual. Thirdly, there appear to be no empirical studies that relate 
workload pressure and resources to perceptions on the learning organization in particular. 
 
Besides work environment characteristics either personal characteristics of employees are 
interesting ones. On the one hand because people can intentionally and directly influence their 
environments with their attitude and behavior (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Seibert, Crant, & 
Kraimer, 1999), which is largely influenced by their personal characteristics (Berg & Chyung, 
2008). Moreover, individual learning is a necessary basis for creating a learning organization 
(Berg & Chyung, 2008; Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998; Savas, 2013). On the other hand 
personal characteristics are interesting because organizational learning literature tends to 
ignore aspects of individuals “being allowed to learn, being able to learn, and being willing to 
learn” (Schimmel & Muntslag, 2009, p. 414). According to Schimmel and Muntslag (2009) there 
is a lack of research on personal characteristics influencing the relationship between the 
learning organization and other variables. A characteristic previous related to workload and 
various kind of resources is work engagement (Bakker, 2011; Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & 
Xanthopoulou, 2007; Freeney & Tiernan, 2009; Taris, Leiter, Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2008). 
Connections between these variables can be found in studies on, for example, the job 
demands-resources model. In a few other studies work engagement is related to workplace 
learning (Song, Kolb, Hee Lee, & Kyoung Kim, 2012) and the learning organization (Park et al., 
2014), though there seems to be no empirical studies that combine the concepts. In fact, the 
causes and effects of work engagement are unclear (Saks & Gruman, 2014). Other personal 
characteristics associated with the learning organization are proactivity or initiative (Park, 2008; 
Singh, 2010) and creativity (Bae, Song, & Kim, 2012; Singh, 2010; Watkins & O’Neil, 2013). 
Again, there seems to be no empirical studies that focus on the combination of these concepts.  
 
Finally, workload and resources are important environmental factors in explaining job 
satisfaction (Ellickson, 2002). The learning organization is considered as an important predictor 
of job satisfaction too (Chang & Lee, 2007; Dirani, 2009; Song et al., 2013; Wang, Yang, & 
McLean, 2007). Therefore, regarding the lack of research on the learning organization as a 
mediator, examining the relationships between workload pressure and access to resources 
through the learning organization on job satisfaction can be a useful contribution to existing 
literature.  
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1.4 Purpose and research question 
Regarding the before mentioned arguments this research has two purposes: 
1. examining the effects of work environment characteristics and personal characteristics 
on the learning organization; 
2. examining the learning organization in the role of mediating and dependent variable. 
 
Given the gaps in literature the following main research question is formulated: 
How are perceived workload pressure and access to resources related to perceptions on 
the learning organization and job satisfaction, and to what extent do employees’ personal 
initiative, creative potential and work engagement influence the relationships?  
 
An empirical quantitative research design was applied to answer this research question. This 
report contains the following sections: chapter two covers the theoretical background of the 
research. Concepts are defined and hypotheses about relationships are formulated. Chapter 
three describes the research context, measures and the way data were collected and analyzed. 
Chapter four depicts the results. Conclusions are finally displayed in chapter five, followed by 
comments, limitations and practical en theoretical recommendations. 
 
 
 
2. Theoretical framework 
Organizational learning and the learning organization have been used and are still used as 
synonyms (Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001; Sun & Scott, 2003; Tsang, 1997). 
Nevertheless, they gradually became separate concepts in the last two decades. This chapter 
describes the organizational learning concept (2.1), the learning organization concept (2.2) and 
their connection (2.3). Subsequently, the assumed effects of work environment (2.4) and 
personal characteristics (2.5) are explained as well as the effect of the learning organization on 
job satisfaction (2.6). 
 
2.1 Organizational learning 
Learning generally refers to activities for discovering and creating new knowledge, skills, 
attitudes and opinions using existing knowledge, past experiences, and notice of the 
environment (Idowu, 2013; Song & Kolb, 2013). Opinions, ideas and knowledge exist in the first 
place in individuals (Örtenblad, 2001) who can take their learning experiences into the 
organizational system. As a result organizations learn via individuals as they cannot learn 
themselves (Garavan, 1997; Hoe, 2007; Lozano, 2014). Organizational learning can be broadly 
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defined as the existing learning processes and activities in an organization (Örtenblad, 2001). In 
particular, it is a process of acquiring and developing new knowledge or insights (Edmondson & 
Moingeon, 1998; Garavan, 1997; Huysman, 2000) and sharing and interpreting knowledge and 
experience of individuals or groups with others (Garavan, 1997; Hoe, 2007; Song & Kolb, 2013). 
This process results in institutionalized collective knowledge (Huysman, 2000) or organizational 
memory (Bontis et al., 2002). Therefore organizational learning is considered as something 
more than the sum of the individual parts (Easterby‐Smith, Crossan, & Nicolini, 2000; Lozano, 
2014; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Power & Waddell, 2004). Organizational learning is aimed at 
survival through the adaptation of the organization to external conditions (Edmondson & 
Moingeon, 1998). Features of organizational learning are: 
1. It is a concept to describe certain activities that take place in an organization (Mohanty 
& Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001);  
2. It consists of processes of learning and development (Huysman, 2000; Mohanty & Kar, 
2012; Örtenblad, 2001; Yeo, 2005); 
3. It naturally exists, without special efforts (Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001); 
4. It results in change in cognition (Sun & Scott, 2003); 
5. Changes in behavior, innovations and improved performance are possible but not 
necessary (Garavan, 1997; Sun & Scott, 2003; Tsang, 1997); 
6. It is the adaptive way an organization generally reacts to problems (Orthner et al., 
2006). 
 
Most definitions of organizational learning can be summarized to the question how 
organizations learn (Sun & Scott, 2003; Yeo, 2005). As a consequence, organizational learning 
theories are regarded as descriptive literature that explains how learning in organizations takes 
place (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2000; Garavan, 1997; Huysman, 2000; Sun & Scott, 2003; Tsang, 
1997) and which factors facilitate or inhibit these processes (Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998). 
The focus in this kind of literature is conceptual (Huysman, 2000) and academic 
(Easterby‐Smith et al., 2000; Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001; Sun & Scott, 2003).  
 
2.2 The learning organization 
As defined earlier the learning organization is an organization that is skilled at creating, 
acquiring and transferring knowledge, due to a supportive culture and structure, resulting in new 
knowledge and insights, changes in behavior, continuous improvement and optimal 
performance (Garvin, 1993; Huysman, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Pool & Pool, 2007). In a 
learning organization structure and culture facilitate diffusion and adoption of new ideas, 
innovations and proactive adaptations to changing and challenging environments (DeVilbiss & 
Gilbert, 2005; Huysman, 2000). According to Senge (2006) a learning organization is able to 
create its own future. The learning organization culture is the extended word of the learning 
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organization (Wang, 2007). It refers to the climate and cultural context (Islam, Khan, Ahmad, & 
Ahmed, 2014; Wang, 2007) or supportive organizational culture that encourages continuous 
and collaborative learning at all levels (Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Song & Kim, 2009; Song & 
Kolb, 2013). According to Watkins & Marsick the learning organization culture is the context in 
which learning is transformed into performance (Joo, 2012). By creating a learning culture 
learning can be brought into the heart of the organization (Watkins & Dirani, 2013a). Features of 
the learning organization are: 
1. It is an ideal, a not necessary but desirable and perfect state to strive for (Garavan, 
1997; Örtenblad, 2001; Sun & Scott, 2003);  
2. It supports continuously informal and spontaneous workplace learning of individuals and 
groups (Marsick & Watkins, 1999a, 2003; Senge, 2006; Song & Chermack, 2008); 
3. Efforts, resources and activities are needed to become and stay a learning organization 
(Chinowsky, Molenaar, & Realph, 2007; Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001); 
4. It supports learning through structures, patterns and systems (Garvin, 1993; Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003) and removing barriers to learning (Marsick & Watkins, 2003); 
5. It is focused at generatively learning (Senge, 2006) and anticipating proactively 
uncertainty and changes  (Chinowsky et al., 2007; Orthner et al., 2006);  
6. Its learning activities obviously results in change of behavior (Sun & Scott, 2003), new 
practices, new routines and improved performance (Marsick & Watkins, 2003). 
 
Learning organization literature is regarded as prescriptive as it prescribes how organizations 
should learn (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2000; Tsang, 1997), how they can be build (Sun & Scott, 
2003) and how they can be managed to attain positive results (Garavan, 1997). Theories on the 
learning organization are often directed at interventions (Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998): 
something that might be created, a specific variant of culture (Garavan, 1997). Furthermore, in 
contrast to organizational learning, the focus in learning organization literature is rather practice-
orientated than academic (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2000; Huysman, 2000; Mohanty & Kar, 2012; 
Örtenblad, 2001; Sun & Scott, 2003; Tsang, 1997). Table 1 summarizes the differences 
between organizational learning and the learning organization. 
 
 
Table 1. Differences between organizational learning and the learning organization  (Huysman, 2000; Mohanty & 
Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001; Orthner et al., 2006; Sun & Scott, 2003; Tsang, 1997) 
Item Organizational learning Learning organization 
Character 
Kind of learning 
Kind of change 
Outcome 
Resources 
Literature  
Focus literature 
Objective 
Processes 
Reactive, adaptive 
Change in cognition 
Possible organizational change 
No special activities needed 
Descriptive 
Conceptual, academic 
Theory building 
Ideal state 
Proactive, anticipative 
Change in behavior 
Improved organizational performance 
Special activities and efforts needed 
Prescriptive 
Practice-orientated 
Improved performance 
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2.3 From organizational learning to a learning organization 
According to Tsang (1997) there is a simple link between the concepts organizational learning 
and the learning organization: “a learning organization is one which is good at organizational 
learning” (p. 75). Either Lee, Ooi, Sohal, and Chong (2012) state that “to become an LO 
[learning organization], organisational learning must take place” (p. 887). Similarly, other 
authors regard organizational learning or the desire for learning as a major aspect (Wang et al., 
2007), primary driver (Chinowsky et al., 2007) or the activity and process that has to take place 
for becoming a learning organization (Mohanty & Kar, 2012). According to Marsick and Watkins 
(2003) an organization can move toward a learning organization by creating continuous learning 
opportunities, promoting inquiry and dialogue, encouraging collaboration and team learning, 
creating systems to capture and share learning, empowering people toward a collective vision, 
connecting the organization to its environment and providing strategic leadership for learning. 
Hence, it can be said that all organizations learn (Huysman, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 1999a; 
Örtenblad, 2001), but only some of them would be learning organizations (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999b; Örtenblad, 2001). Those learning organizations will have fully integrated learning in their 
organizational culture (Filstad & Gottschalk, 2011; Marsick & Watkins, 1999b; Song & Kim, 
2009; Wang et al., 2007).   
 
2.4 Effect of work environment characteristics 
Workload pressure refers to “extreme time pressures, unrealistic expectations for productivity 
and distractions from creative work” (Amabile et al., 1996, p. 1166). Generally, job demands like 
excessive workload can have a negative impact on work performance (Mikkelsen, Ogaard, & 
Lovrich, 2000). Workload is particularly regarded as a factor that influences employees’ capacity 
for learning transfer (Holton, 2005; Khasawneh, Bates, & Holton, 2006). It is considered as a 
barrier to learning because time spent on workload reduces time available for learning activities 
and experimentation with new behaviors (Kyndt et al., 2013; Ruysseveldt & Van Dijke, 2011). 
Time to reflect and moments of no pressure are a prerequisite for creating a learning 
environment (Confessore & Kops, 1998; Garvin, 1993). Therefore it is proposed that workload 
pressure, as perceived by employees, negatively affects their perceptions on the learning 
organization. 
H1 Perceived workload pressure is directly and negatively related to perceptions on the 
learning organization. 
 
Resources refer to access to relevant organizational resources like funds, materials, 
information, facilities and systems (Amabile, 1997; Amabile et al., 1996). As mentioned earlier 
resources are needed to become and stay a learning organization (Chinowsky et al., 2007; 
Mohanty & Kar, 2012; Örtenblad, 2001). After all, organizational resources can enhance 
employees’ learning activities and development (Bakker, 2011). Moreover, the amount of 
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available resources is boundary for what employees can accomplish in their work (Amabile et 
al., 1996). It is even boundary for informal learning: selecting strategies and taking and 
evaluating actions as a result of organizational discrepancies, challenges and other triggers 
(Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Leaders in organizations can actively facilitate learning by providing 
enough resources on the one hand (Watkins & Dirani, 2013a). On the other hand employees 
can get involved in learning and development themselves by using the available organizational 
resources (Confessore & Kops, 1998; Park et al., 2014). Therefore it is proposed that access to 
resources, as perceived by employees, directly and positively affects their perceptions on the 
learning organization.  
H2 Perceived access to resources is directly and positively related to perceptions on the 
learning organization. 
 
2.5 Effect of personal characteristics  
Personal initiative is the self-starting and proactive approach of employees to work, resulting in 
recognizing chances and anticipating new challenges and opportunities (Frese, Fay, Hilburger, 
Leng, & Tag, 1997; Herrmann & Felfe, 2014). Proactive means taking preventive actions and 
looking for alternatives (Singh, 2010), improving current circumstances or creating new ones, 
scanning for opportunities, idea championing, overcoming situational constraints and 
implementing change (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000; Joo, 2007). Research suggests 
that personal initiative of employees is related to better performance (Baer & Frese, 2003; 
Crant, 2000). It is said to be a core value for organizational development and effectiveness 
(Frese et al., 1997; Singh, 2010), improving business (Bateman & Crant, 1993, 1999) and high 
performance organizations (De Waal, 2007). “Two people in the same position may tackle the 
job in very different ways”, is a statement of Bateman and Crant (1999, p. 63), referring to 
proactivity as the factor that makes the difference. Personal initiative or proactivity, which are 
similar concepts (Baer & Frese, 2003), is a product of personal characteristics and 
environmental conditions (Bateman & Crant, 1999; Crant, 2000). Enhancing and constraining 
environmental conditions are centered around leadership style, control, uncertainty and risk, 
and rewards and punishment. Therefore it is not assumable that resources like information 
enhance personal initiative. It is rather plausible that employees with much personal initiative 
are more likely to utilize the available organizational resources for learning and development 
than employees with less personal initiative. As a consequence, the positive link between 
resources and the learning organization could be stronger for employees with much personal 
initiative. Therefore it is proposed that the relationship between perceived access to resources 
and perceptions on the learning organization is affected by personal initiative. 
H3 Personal initiative moderates the relationship between perceived access to resources 
and perceptions on the learning organization in such a way that the relationship is stronger 
for employees with much initiative and weaker for employees with less initiative.  
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Creativity is the ability to generate new ideas or look at problems from novel perspectives 
(Amabile, 1997; Choi, Anderson, & Veillette, 2009; Lubart, 2008). Creative potential refers to an 
individual’s personal feelings about his creative capacity, skills and abilities – also known as 
creative self-efficacy (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008). Creativity is a product of personal 
characteristics, intrinsic motivation and values (Bramwell, Reilly, Lilly, Kronish, & Chennabathni, 
2011; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). It is considered as an essential component that 
foster growth of learning organizations (Watkins & O’Neil, 2013). On the one hand creative 
employees tend to be learning-orientated and are willing to learn the required skills and 
strategies (Hirst, Van Knippenberg, & Zhou, 2009; Zhou, 2003). On the other hand creative 
employees suggest new ideas for improvement, innovation (Oldham & Cummings, 1996) and 
change of organizational structures or strategies (Egan, 2005). As creativity is “a relatively 
stable measure … [that] may not be dramatically influenced by external factors” (Egan, 2005, p. 
175), it is assumed that employees with much creative potential are better capable of making 
the best of available resources than employees with less creative potential. Therefore it is 
proposed that the creative potential of employees affects the relationship between perceived 
access to resources and perceptions on the learning organization. 
H4 Creative potential moderates the relationship between perceived access to resources 
and perceptions on the learning organization in such a way that the relationship is stronger 
for employees with much creative potential and weaker for employees with less creative 
potential. 
 
Work engagement is an employee’s positive work-related state of mind that is characterized by 
(Menguc, Auh, Fisher, & Haddad, 2013; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; Simpson, 2009):  
1. Vigor: being full of energy and mental resilience to cope with problems; 
2. Dedication: being enthusiastic, inspired, involved and proud of one's work; 
3. Absorption: being totally immersed and happy with one's work in such a way that time 
passes quickly and detaching oneself from work is difficult. 
Engaged employees are physically, cognitively and emotionally connected to their work role 
(Bakker, 2011; Gruman & Saks, 2011; Simpson, 2009). They are most willing to make the best 
of opportunities (Bakker, Demerouti, & Ten Brummelhuis, 2012; Park et al., 2014) and to 
improve individual and organizational performances, like job performance, innovations and 
productivity (Bakker et al., 2007; Gruman & Saks, 2011; Menguc et al., 2013; Park et al., 2014). 
Moreover, engagement enhances self-directed learning behavior that is crucial for learning 
organizations (Bakker et al., 2012). Thus, it may be assumed that the extent of employees’ work 
engagement positively affects their perceptions on the learning organization. 
H5 Work engagement is directly and positively related to perceptions on the learning 
organization. 
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Workload is considered as a prominent barrier to work engagement (Freeney & Tiernan, 2009; 
Saks & Gruman, 2014). On the other hand, workload may be a positive challenging factor for 
highly engaged employees, as they have high levels of energy and intend to work hard because 
they like it (Taris et al., 2008). Therefore it is proposed that perceived workload pressure affects 
perceptions on the learning organization through work engagement. 
H6 Work engagement mediates the relationship between perceived workload pressure and 
perceptions on the learning organization. 
 
According to Saks and Gruman (2014) “employees will be more engaged in workplaces that 
provide them with … resources necessary for role performances” (p. 160). Either according to 
Bakker et al. (2007), Bargagliotti (2012) and Park et al. (2014) resources are an antecedent of 
work engagement. After all, resources act as extrinsic motivators that facilitate and enhance 
people to use all their capabilities to complete work tasks (Taris et al., 2008). Therefore it is 
proposed that perceived access to resources affects perceptions on the learning organization 
through work engagement. 
H7 Work engagement mediates the relationship between perceived access to resources 
and perceptions on the learning organization. 
 
2.6 Effect on job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction can be described as the extent to which employees have positive, happy and 
pleasurable feelings and emotions about their job (Islam et al., 2014; Rich & Lepine, 2010). Job 
satisfaction is generally enhanced by personal characteristics and environmental characteristics 
above all (Dirani, 2006, 2009; Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; Mikkelsen et al., 2000). How can 
perceptions on work environment characteristics, the learning organization and job satisfaction 
be interconnected? Firstly, the learning organization is seen as an enhancer of job satisfaction 
because a learning organization features learning opportunities, employee empowerment, 
entrepreneurship, participation and collaboration, which satisfies employees (Dirani, 2009; Lim, 
2010; Savas, 2013). In previous research the learning organization is actually positively related 
to work outcomes like performance, commitment and job satisfaction (Chang & Lee, 2007; 
Dirani, 2009). Secondly, organizational resources are helpful for employees as they are 
supportive in learning, achieving goals and coping with job demands (Bakker et al., 2007). 
Moreover, satisfaction with resources – like  information, equipment, and responsibility level – is 
regarded as an element of overall job satisfaction (Lee-Kelley, Blackman, & Hurst, 2007). 
Thirdly, job demands like excessive workload can negatively affect employees’ health, resulting 
in less job satisfaction (Mikkelsen et al., 2000). Put in another way: workload can directly or 
indirectly influence job satisfaction in a negative way (Iverson & Maguire, 2000; Mikkelsen et al., 
2000). Thus, workload pressure, access to resources and the learning organization can be 
related to job satisfaction. As described in previous paragraphs perceived workload pressure 
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and access to resources are supposed to have a direct effect on perceptions on the learning 
organization. As a consequence, it is assumed that they affect job satisfaction through these 
perceptions on the learning organization. 
H8 Perceptions on the learning organization mediate the relationship between perceived 
workload pressure and job satisfaction. 
H9 Perceptions on the learning organization mediate the relationship between perceived 
access to resources and job satisfaction. 
 
Given hypotheses H3 and H8 it is plausible that personal initiative affects the indirect 
relationship between perceived  access to resources and job satisfaction through the learning 
organization. Given hypotheses H4 and H9 it is plausible that creative potential initiative affects 
the indirect relationship between perceived access to resources and job satisfaction through the 
learning organization. Therefore the next hypotheses are added: 
H10 The effect of perceived access to resources through perceptions on the learning 
organization on job satisfaction depends on personal initiative. 
H11 The effect of perceived access to resources through perceptions on the learning 
organization on job satisfaction depends on creative potential. 
 
The variables and hypotheses are visualized and summarized in figure 1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual model 
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3. Methodology 
In this chapter the research methodology is described. A brief statement about the research 
design (3.1) is followed by the procedure of data collection (3.2). Subsequently, the participants 
(3.3) and measures (3.4) are described. Finally, the analysis strategy is explained (3.5).    
 
3.1 Research design  
A deductive quantitative cross-sectional empirical research design was applied to meet the 
main research question. Deductive because theories and current literature are the starting point 
to explain and analyze the reality (Al-adaileh, Dahou, & Hacini, 2012). Quantitative because it is 
a common method to test hypotheses, to measure the frequency of characteristics and to 
determine relationships between variables (Hoe & Hoare, 2012). Cross-sectional because data 
about many variables are collected at a single point in time (Field, 2013). Empirical because the 
proposed relationships between the variables are tested in reality (Baarda & De Goede, 2001).  
 
3.2 Data collection  
Primary data about the variables were collected through a survey. A survey can be used when 
individuals are the unit of analysis (Singh, 2010). The survey instrument was a structured online 
multiple choice questionnaire, technologically supported through a SurveyMonkey Extra 
account. The research population consisted of employees of a Dutch healthcare organization. 
The research was announced through email in the first week of January 2015. In the second 
week of January 2015 all employees received an email (appendix 2) with an invitation to fill in 
the questionnaire and a link to the accompanying website. Ten days after the first email all 
employees received a reminder email. Again after ten days a second reminder was sent. In the 
meantime, whereas participation was voluntary, the HRM manager sent a recommendation. To 
encourage participation and to reduce bias the emails and introduction text of the questionnaire 
contained information about the research topic and purpose. Moreover, the introduction text 
gave an explanation about anonymous participation and confidential data analysis. The data 
were collected between January 12th, 2015 and February 15th, 2015.  
 
3.3 Participants 
The organization participating in the research was a Dutch healthcare organization with 600 
employees in five locations. The core business of the healthcare organization is medical care, 
day care, nursing and assisted living for people with somatic, mental, geriatric and/or psycho 
geriatric illnesses. To collect as much data as possible all employees were included in the 
sample. 600 invitation emails were sent out. 292 respondents started the questionnaire of which 
243 completed it. One case was removed due to an extreme response of an age of zero. Only 
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the remaining 242 questionnaires were used for further analysis. As a result the total response 
rate was 40,3%. As shown in table 2 over ninety percent of all respondents are female (92,1%). 
Most of the respondents are 50 to 59 years old (37,6%), followed by a smaller group with an 
age between 40 and 49 (33,1%). Nursing assistants are best represented in the data (57,9%). 
Compared to their part of the total workforce (44,7%) they are a bit overrepresented, just like 
management positions (respondents 7,4%; workforce 4,5%). Some other positions are  
 
Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the respondents, n = 242 
Variable Value N %
Gender 
 
Male 
Female 
19 
223 
7,9  % 
92,1 % 
Age 
 
< 20 years 
20 - 29 years 
30 - 39 years 
40 - 49 years 
50 - 59 years 
60 - 69 years 
0 
17 
40 
80 
91 
14 
0% 
7,0% 
16,5 % 
33,1 % 
37,6 % 
5,8 % 
Position 
 
Activities aide, support aid, wellness worker (2,0%)* 
Alternative service/linen room worker (4,2%)* 
Assisted living care giver (9,8%)* 
Counter worker, park and buildings (2,3%)* 
Domestic staff (4,2%)* 
Elderly medical care specialist, nurse practitioner, psychologist (1,3%)* 
Kitchen/restaurant worker/assistant, nutritionist (6,0%)* 
Management (4,5%)* 
Nurse (1,8%)* 
Nursing assistant (44,7%)* 
Others: dietitian, speech therapist, social worker, chiropodist,  
   pastor (1,8%)* 
Physiotherapist, occupational therapist, physical therapist aide (3,0%)* 
Pupil/trainee (3,7%)* 
Special care aid (2,8%)* 
Staff: finance, personnel, administration, secretariat, care agency, public   
   relations, policy and services (4,8%)* 
Trainer on-the-job (3,0%)* 
7 
4 
15 
1 
5 
6 
1 
18 
8 
140 
 
3 
4 
2 
4 
 
14 
10 
2,9 % 
1,7 % 
6,2 % 
0,4 % 
2,1 % 
2,5 % 
0,4 % 
7,4 % 
3,3 % 
57,9 % 
 
1,2 % 
1,7 % 
0,8 % 
1,7 % 
 
5,8 % 
4,1 % 
Years in 
organization 
 
0 - 4 years 
5 - 9 years 
10 - 14 years 
15 - 19 years 
20 - 24 years 
25 - 29 years 
30 - 34 years 
35 - 39 years 
≥ 40 years 
33 
43 
62 
28 
23 
22 
14 
16 
1 
13,6 % 
17,8 % 
25,6 % 
11,6 % 
9,5 % 
9,1 % 
5,8 % 
6,6 % 
0,4 % 
Years in  
current position 
 
0 - 4 years 
5 - 9 years 
10 - 14 years 
15 - 19 years 
20 - 24 years 
25 - 29 years 
30 - 34 years 
35 - 39 years 
≥ 40 years 
34 
40 
31 
25 
31 
34 
18 
19 
10 
14,0 % 
16,5 % 
12,8 % 
10,3 % 
12,8 % 
14,0 % 
7,4 % 
7,9 % 
4,1 % 
Educational 
level 
  
Elementary school 
Secondary school 
Lower-level vocational education 
Middle-level vocational education 
University of applied sciences 
University 
0 
42 
10 
139 
39 
12 
0 % 
17,4 % 
4,1 % 
57,4 % 
16,1 % 
5,0 % 
* % of total workforce 
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underrepresented: assisted living care giver (6,2% vs. 9,8%), kitchen/restaurant worker etc. 
(0,4% vs. 6,0%) and pupil/trainee (0,8% vs. 3,7%). A quarter of the respondents (25,6%) has 
been working in their organization for 10 to 14 years, and 21,9% of the respondents has been 
working there for 25 years or more. The respondents differ in experience in their current 
position. Most of them (16,5%) have been working for 5 to 9 years in their current position, but 
the groups of 0 to 4 years and 25 to 29 years have a quite similar size. The majority of the 
respondents is middle level vocational educated (57,4%) and 5% has an academic degree.  
 
3.4 Measures 
Before creating the online questionnaire the dependent, independent and moderating variables 
were operationally defined. “An operational definition relates an abstract concept to observable 
events” (Cooper, 1982, p. 292). The variables, their dimensions and operational definitions, as 
depicted in table 3, 4 and 5, are adopted from existing validated scales frequently utilized in 
earlier studies. They are clarified below. 
 
Table 3. Dimensions and operational definitions of the learning organization 
Construct Dimension Definition Reference 
Learning 
organization 
Create continuous 
learning opportunities 
 
Learning is designed into work so that people can 
learn on the job; opportunities are provided for 
ongoing education and growth. 
Marsick and 
Watkins (2003, p. 
139) 
 Promote inquiry and 
dialogue 
 
People gain productive reasoning skills to 
express their views and the capacity to listen and 
inquire into the views of others; the culture is 
changed to support questioning, feedback, and  
experimentation. 
 
 Encourage 
collaborating and team 
learning 
Work is designed to use groups to access 
different modes of thinking; groups are expected 
to learn together and work together; collaboration 
is valued by the culture and rewarded. 
 
 Create systems to 
capture and share 
learning 
Both high- and low-technology systems to share 
learning are created and integrated with work; 
access is provided; systems are maintained. 
 
 Empower people to a 
collective vision 
 
People are involved in setting, owning, and 
implementing a joint vision; responsibility is 
distributed close to decision making so that 
people are motivated to learn toward what they 
are held accountable to do. 
 
 Connect the 
organization to its 
environment 
People are helped to see the effect of their work 
on the entire enterprise; people scan the 
environment and use information to adjust work 
practices; the organization is linked to its 
communities. 
 
 Provide strategic 
leadership for learning 
Leaders model, champion and support learning; 
leadership uses learning strategically for business 
results. 
 
 
Perceptions about the learning organization were measured by the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) by Marsick and Watkins. The DLOQ is a diagnostic tool to 
measure the perceived status of and changes in the learning organization culture and practices 
(Marsick, 2013). Marsick and Watkins developed the DLOQ based on literature and case 
studies (Marsick & Watkins, 2003) and their experience in organizations that strive to increase 
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their capacity to learn, adapt and change (Dirani, 2013). Since the 1990s the DLOQ has been 
used in several countries and settings. It has been translated into at least fourteen languages 
en has been correlated with performance, innovation and other outcomes (Marsick, 2013). 
Moreover, the DLOQ has been tested for validity and reliability and found both valid and reliable 
(Egan et al., 2004). For this research the 21-item version of the DLOQ was used. This version 
can be included in other instruments and has the power to determine relationships between  
learning culture and other variables (Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). Each item is originally 
scored on a six-point Likert scale. To create consistent response options the scale was 
converted into a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 ‘almost never’ to 5 ‘almost always’. A 
sample item is: “In my organization, people are rewarded for learning” (Marsick & Watkins, 
2003, p. 143).  
 
Table 4. Dimensions and operational definitions of workload pressure and access to resources 
Construct Dimension Definition Reference 
Workload 
pressure 
- Extreme time pressures, unrealistic expectations 
for productivity, and distractions from creative 
work. 
Amabile et al. 
(1996, p. 1166) 
Access to 
resources 
- Access to appropriate resources, including funds, 
materials, facilities, and information 
Amabile et al. 
(1996, p. 1166) 
 
Workload pressure and access to resources were measured by the KEYS: Assessing the 
Climate for Creativity, by Amabile et al. (1996). The KEYS is an instrument to measure 
perceptions on characteristics of the work environment (Amabile, 1997; Amabile et al., 1996; 
Tseng & Liu, 2011), in particular characteristics that are stimulants or obstacles to creative 
ideas and work outcomes (Amabile, 1997; Lin & Liu, 2012). The KEYS scale has shown 
acceptable reliability and validity in previous studies (Amabile, 1997; Tseng & Liu, 2011). The 
workload pressure scale includes five items, the resources scale includes six items. Each item 
is originally scored on a four-point Likert scale. To create consistent response options the 
scales were converted into five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 ‘almost never’ to 5 ‘almost 
always’. Sample items are: “I have too much work to do in too little time” and “Generally, I can 
get the resources I need for my work” (Amabile et al., 1996, p. 1166).  
 
Personal initiative was measured by the self-reported initiative scale developed by Frese et al. 
(1997). This scale can be used when an ‘economical’ questionnaire is desired above an 
interview-based approach (Crant, 2000; Frese et al., 1997). The self-reported initiative scale 
has been derived from and is quite similar to Bateman & Crant's Proactive Personality Scale 
(Frese et al., 1997). Each of the seven items is scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 ‘strongly disagree’ to 5 ‘strongly agree’. A sample item is: “Whenever something goes wrong, I 
search for a solution immediately” (Frese et al., 1997, p. 161). 
 
 
22 
 
Table 5. Dimensions and operational definitions of personal initiative, creative potential and work engagement 
Construct Dimension Definition Reference 
Personal 
initiative 
- A behavior syndrome resulting in an individual's 
taking an active and self-starting approach to 
work and going beyond what is formally required 
in a given job.  
Frese et al. 
(1997, p. 140) 
Creative 
potential 
Creative self-efficacy Feeling good at generating novel ideas, having 
confidence in one’s ability to solve problems 
creatively, having the knack for developing 
others’ ideas, and finding creative ways to solve 
problems. 
DiLiello and 
Houghton (2008, 
p. 40) 
 Talent Having the talent or expertise to do 
well in one’s work. 
 
 Ideas Possessing the ability to take risks by trying out 
new ideas. 
 
Work 
engagement 
Vigor 
 
 
High levels of energy and mental resilience while 
working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s 
work, and persistence even in the face of 
difficulties.  
Schaufeli et al. 
(2006, p. 702) 
 Dedication 
 
 
Being strongly involved in one’s work and 
experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm, 
inspiration, pride, and challenge.  
 
 Absorption Being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in 
one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and one 
has difficulties with detaching oneself from work. 
 
 
Creative potential was measured by the creative potential scale developed by DiLiello and 
Houghton. This scale includes four items of the creative self-efficacy scale of Tierney and 
Farmer (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008) and two additional items: having talent to do one’s work 
well and being able to take risks by trying out new ideas. This scale was used because it can 
identify untapped resources for creativity (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008). Each item is scored on a 
five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. A sample item is: “I 
feel that I am good at generating novel ideas” (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008, p. 41).  
 
Work engagement was measured by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) by Bakker 
and Schaufeli. The UWES is available in several languages (Schaufeli et al., 2006) including 
Dutch. For this research, the 9-item version of the UWES was used because it gives an overall 
measure of work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012). Each item is originally scored on a seven-
point Likert scale. To create consistent response options the scale was converted into a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 ‘almost never’ to 5 ‘almost always’. A sample item is: “At my 
work, I feel bursting with energy” (Schaufeli et al., 2006, p. 714).   
 
Job satisfaction was measured by the one-item Brief Overall Job Satisfaction Measure of 
Judge, Cable, Boudreau, and Bretz (1995). Like the other items of the questionnaire this item is 
scored on a five-point Likert scale.  
 
Seven control variables were measured. Age, years in current organization and years in current 
position are numeric variables measured in years. Gender is a nominal dummy variable with two 
categories: man and woman. Educational level is an ordinal variable with six categories. 
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Position is a nominal variable with sixteen categories. These categories were created by sorting 
all positions of the organization into homogeneous groups. The categories were checked and 
approved by the HRM manager of the participating organization. Finally, the variable ideal work 
hours, based on Valcour (2007), is a numeric variable measured in hours per week.  
 
All scales, except the UWES, have been translated into Dutch by the researcher. The official 
translated validated Dutch version of the DLOQ could not be attained for this research. 
Therefore it had to be translated too. Accordingly, all translations were checked and revised by 
a professional experienced Dutch copywriter who speaks English fluently. This professional was 
provided by a description of the research context, research question and by definitions of the 
variables. The translated and revised Dutch questionnaire was submitted to a test group of 
fifteen persons who were not connected to the participating organization. Eleven of them 
commented on the questionnaire. In consequence of their comments the translation of two 
questions was adapted to more ordinary Dutch. The original and translated scales are shown in 
appendix 3 and appendix 4. The items were dived in seven parts, based on the research 
structure and variables. At the end of the questionnaire an open text field was provided for 
leaving comments or questions. The final questionnaire as presented to the respondents has 
been included in appendix 5.   
 
3.5 Analysis strategy 
The first step of analysis consisted of preparing the collected data. Therefore data of all 
questionnaires were imported in Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 22. 
Data of not completed questionnaires were deleted and reversed items of the variables 
‘workload pressure’ and ‘access to resources’ were recoded: 1 to 5, 2 to 4, 3 to 3, 4 to 2 and 5 
to 1. Recoding negative to positive items is necessary to ensure right interpretations and 
conclusions (Baarda & De Goede, 2001). Demographic numeric data, like age, were recoded 
into broader categories. This kind of recoding is used for ease of presentation (Wöhrle, Van 
Oudenhoven, Otten, & van der Zee, 2015) and to simplify detailed data (Baarda & De Goede, 
2001). The second step of analysis consisted of testing the internal consistency of the scales 
used in the questionnaire. These were tested by computing their Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, 
which shows how closely several items are related (Al-adaileh et al., 2012). The Cronbach’s 
alpha’s of the variables are depicted in table 6. A Cronbach’s alpha above 0,7 means an 
acceptable reliability (Pantouvakis & Bouranta, 2013; Schaufeli et al., 2006; Wang et al., 2007). 
All scales demonstrated good reliability with α between 0,808 and 0,953.  
 
Subsequently, in preparation of further statistical analysis an average total score for each 
variable was created by combining all items of a variable into a new variable using to the 
formula x = (x1+x2+…+xn)/n. Respondents’ positions were recoded into a dummy 
24 
 
Table 6. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for internal consistency 
Variables and dimensions Items α 
Learning organization 
Dimensions: 
 Create continuous learning opportunities 
 Promote inquiry and dialogue 
 Encourage collaborating and team learning 
 Create systems to capture and share learning  
 Empower people to a collective vision 
 Connect the organization to its environment  
 Provide strategic leadership for learning 
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3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
 0,953 
 
0,780 
0,864 
0,850 
0,795 
0,855 
0,842 
0,900 
Workload pressure 5 0,808 
Access to resources 6 0,850 
Personal initiative 7 0,857 
Creative potential  6 0,851 
Work engagement  
Dimensions: 
 Vigor 
 Dedication  
 Absorption 
9 
 
3 
3 
3 
0,943 
 
0,887 
0,906 
0,834 
 
variable with 0 = not a management position, and 1 = management position. The third step of 
analysis consisted of describing the variables statistically through computing means, standard 
deviations and correlations. Descriptive statistics summarize features of variables (Koop, 2005) 
and demonstrate the extent to which the variables are applied in the participating organization 
(Ayupp & Anandan, 2008). The standard deviation indicates the homogeneity of the results: the 
smaller the standard deviation the more the results are centered around the mean (Scott, 
Flaherty, & Currall, 2011). Correlations are used to quantify the strength of a relationship 
between two variables without implying causality (Koop, 2005; Scott, Flaherty, & Currall, 
2013a).  
 
The fourth step of analysis consisted of testing the hypotheses through multiple regression 
analysis. This is a useful technique when a linear relationship between two or more variables is 
put together in a causal model (Scott, Flaherty, & Currall, 2013b). Causal means that changes 
in one variable result in changes in another variable (Wu & Zumbo, 2008). The multiple 
regression analysis was performed as recommended by Ifeagwazi, Chukwuorji, and Zacchaeus 
(2015) and Sun, Wang, and Kong (2014), based on Baron & Kenny. First, the control variables 
were regressed on the dependent variable. Second, the independent and moderating variables 
were added to the regression analysis. Third, only variables that were statistically significantly 
related to the dependent variable were entered until there was a completely significant model. 
As a next step mediating effects were examined by calculating the indirect effect of the 
independent on the dependent variable through a mediator. This procedure can be performed 
by computing bootstrap confidence intervals, a widely used technique, using Hayes’s 
PROCESS module in SPSS (Field, 2013; Hayes, 2015). Mediation indicates why and how 
variables are linked from cause to effect (Hayes, 2013; Wu & Zumbo, 2008). Consequently, 
interaction effects of the moderators were examined, also using Hayes’s PROCESS module. An 
interaction or moderation indicates when or for who an independent variable causes a stronger, 
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weaker, changed or no relationship with the dependent variable (Field, 2013; Wu & Zumbo, 
2008). Thus, a moderator refines a causal relationship (Wu & Zumbo, 2008). Before performing 
this analysis the independent and moderating variables were mean centered. Mean centering is 
“the process of transforming a variable into deviations around a fixed point … typically … the 
grand mean” (Field, 2013, p. 399). Mean centering reduces multicolinearity problems (Ifeagwazi 
et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2014) and makes interaction coefficients interpretable (Field, 2013) and 
meaningful (Hayes, 2013; Wu & Zumbo, 2008). In case of a significant moderation a simple 
slope analysis was performed to examine and visualize the relationship between the 
independent and dependent variable at a low, mean and high level of the moderator (Field, 
2013; Hayes, 2013; Hirst et al., 2009). Finally, a complete model was computed in which the 
mediating and moderating effects were integrated. Such a moderated mediation model or 
conditional process analysis explains whether or not the mediated relationship can be called 
conditional due to its dependence on the value of the moderating variable (Hayes, 2013; 
Rucker, Hayes, & Preacher, 2007; Wu & Zumbo, 2008). Put in another way: moderated 
mediation tells under what circumstances the mediation occurs.  
 
 
 
4. Results 
This chapter gives an overview of the results of the empirical research. First means and 
standard deviations of the variables are depicted (4.1). Subsequently, direct relationships (4.2) 
and moderating effects (4.3) are calculated. Finally, the mediating effects (4.4) and a moderated 
mediation model are depicted (4.5). While most variables were measured in terms of 
perceptions, note that this nuance is omitted sometimes to create a clear and readable text.     
 
4.1 Descriptive statistics and correlations 
Means, standard deviations and correlations of all variables were computed. The results are 
summarized in table 7. The mean value for perceptions on the learning organization is 3.18 on a 
scale ranging from 1 to 5. Such a moderate score could mean that according to the respondents 
the organization is not completely a learning organization yet (Ali, 2012). The mean of job 
satisfaction is the highest (4.35) and the mean of perceived workload pressure the lowest 
(2.78), implicating that on average employees are very satisfied with their jobs and perceive 
moderate workload pressure. Perceptions on the learning organization are significantly 
correlated with four constructs: work engagement (0.459, p < 0.01), job satisfaction (0.375, p < 
0.01), perceived workload pressure (-0.391, p < 0.01) and perceived access to resources 
(0.457, p < 0.01). This means, for instance, that an increase in work engagement is associated 
with an increase in perceptions on the learning organization. In addition, an increase in 
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 Table 7. Means, standard deviations en correlations of all variables (n = 242) 
Variable M SD LO WL RS WE PI CP JS Ag Ge Ed Po Yp Yo Id
Learning 
organization 3.18 0.73 1              
Workload pres. 2.78 0.75 -0.391** 1             
Resources  3.61 0.72 0.457** -0.410** 1            
Work engagement 3.94 0.77 0.459** -0.203** 0.434** 1           
Personal initiative 3.75 0.49 0.104 0.054 0.124 0.293** 1          
Creative potential 3.79 0.45 0.118 0.027 0.151* 0.282** 0.629** 1         
Job satisfaction 4.35 0.66 0.375** -0.261** 0.417** 0.702** 0.137* 0.091 1        
Age 46,19 10,00 -0.071 0.027 0.069 0.054 -0.125 -0.123 0.047 1       
Gender 0.08 0.27 -0.077 0.069 0.081 0.019 0.081 0.156* 0.033 0.065 1      
Educational level 3.87 1.04 -0.088 0.198** -0.078 -0.085 0.030 0.099 -0.074 -0.263** 0.214** 1     
Position 9.43 3.31 -0.003 0.101 -0.144* -0.099 0.036 0.036 -0.005 -0.100 -0.061 0.071 1    
Years position 18,10 11,65 -0.053 0.091 -0.032 0.044 -0.039 -0.059 0.065 0.516** 0.019 -0.203** 0.078 1   
Years organization 15,61 10,18 -0.009 -0.101 0.031 0.072 -0.099 -0.134* 0.106 0.469** -0.019 -0.275** 0.074 0.543** 1  
Ideal work hours 25,75 6,97 -0.030 -0.002 0.059 0.045 0.248** 0.222** 0.086 -0.162* 0.481** 0.216** 0.063 -0.120 -0.220** 1 
 
* p < 0.05   ** p < 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 
workload pressure is associated with a decrease in the learning organization, as the correlation 
coefficient is negative. Correlations between 0.30 and 0.49 can be regarded as weak, 
correlations between 0.50 and 0.69 as moderate (Zady, 2000). The dummy variable gender is 
remarkably related to creative potential. As woman = 0 and man = 1 this can be interpreted as 
follows: on average men regard their creative potential as somewhat higher than women do. 
Educational level correlates with workload pressure, meaning that the higher educated an 
employee is, the more she or he perceives workload pressure. High correlations between two 
independent variables can lead to errors in regression analysis and wrong interpretations of the 
final model (Scott et al., 2013b). This so called multicollinearity occurs when correlation 
between variables is above 0.8 (Watkins & Dirani, 2013b). No extreme high correlations are 
present though correlation between work engagement and job satisfaction is quite high (0.702, 
p < 0.01).     
 
4.2 Multiple regression analysis 
To test the hypotheses about the direct relationships between perceived work environment and 
personal characteristics and the learning organization a multiple regression analysis was 
conducted. Table 8 shows the results. In the first step of the analysis all control variables were 
entered into the model. None of them are significantly related to perceptions on the learning 
organization. In the second step the control variables and the independent variables were 
entered, resulting in five significant coefficients: workload pressure, access to resources, work 
engagement, gender and management position. In the third step the five significant variables 
were entered, resulting in a not significant contribution of the control variable management 
position. In the fourth step gender turned out to be not significant. The final regression model 
was constructed in step five. It is visualized in figure 2. The entire direct effect of work 
engagement, perceived workload pressure and access to resources accounts for 34% in 
variance in perceptions on the learning organization (R2 0.339). According to the final model a 
one unit increase in workload pressure leads to a decrease of 0.229 in the learning 
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Table 8. Results of the multiple regression analysis with y = the learning organization (n=242) 
Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 
Independent variables 
Workload pressure  
Access to resources  
Work engagement 
Personal initiative  
Creative potential  
 
 
 
 
-0.213** 
0.246** 
0.311** 
-0.057  
0.003 
 
 
-0,223** 
0,237** 
0,299** 
 
-0,219** 
0,242** 
0,298** 
 
-0.229** 
 0.229** 
 0.299** 
Control variables 
Age 
Gender, male=1  
Educational level 
Position management, yes=1 
Years position 
Years organization 
 
-0.007 
-0.280 
-0.090 
0.379 
-0.003 
0.002 
 
-0.008 
-0.341* 
-0.024 
 0.377* 
 0.002 
-0.002 
 
 
-0.368* 
 
0,309 
 
 
-0.236 
 
Intercept 3.846** 2.320** 1,771** 1,761** 1.810** 
R2 0.035 0.367 0,356 0,346 0.339 
Adjusted R2 0.010 0.336 0,342 0,335 0.330 
F-value 1.415 12.108** 26.062** 31.330** 40.599** 
* p < 0.05     ** p < 0.01 level      note: unstandardized coefficients are reported 
 
 
organization (p < 0.01), when other variables are held constant. In other words: perceived 
workload pressure is directly and negatively related to perceptions the learning organization. 
Thus H1 is supported. In addition, the other variables being held constant, a one unit increase in 
access to resources leads to a 0.229 increase in the learning organization (p < 0.01). Thus H2, 
stating that perceived access to resources is directly and positively related to perceptions on the 
learning organization, is supported. Moreover, the other variables being held constant, a one 
unit increase in work engagement leads to a 0.299 increase in the learning organization (p < 
0.01). Thus H5 is supported.  
 
Figure 2. Direct relationships between the independent variables and the learning organization 
 
 
4.3 Moderation analysis 
To test hypotheses 3 and 4 two simple moderation analyses were performed. Like in a common 
multiple regression every analysis started with a regression of all variables, including the 
interaction. Subsequently, the regressions were run again with the significant variables. The 
results are depicted below. 
 
 
 
 
Learning 
organization 
 
Resources 
Workload 
pressure 
Work 
engagement 
H1 
H2 
H5 b  0.299, p < 0.01 
b  -0.229, p < 0.01 
b  0.229, p < 0.01 
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Table 9. Results of the first moderation analysis (n=242) 
+ p < 0.07 level      * p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level       
 
Note: independent and moderating variables were mean centered prior to analysis; number of bootstrap samples 
for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on the HC3 estimator 
 
In the first moderation model (table 9) one control variable has a significant contribution. The 
regression coefficient for gender is -0.330 (p < 0.01). This means that male employees perceive 
less learning organization than their female colleagues, holding workload pressure, work 
engagement and other control variables constant. An interaction coefficient quantifies how the 
effect of the independent on the dependent variable changes as the moderating variable 
changes by one unit (Hayes, 2013). In this case the interaction coefficient for the interaction of 
access to resources and personal initiative is 0.256 (p < 0.05). The interpretation is that 
differences in perceptions on the learning organization between employees with less and more 
personal initiative increase when perceptions on recourses rise. Although the relationship is 
significantly weak (step 1 p 0.07, step 2 p 0.04), it can be said that the relationship between 
perceived access to resources and perceptions on the learning organization depends on or is 
moderated by personal initiative. Simple slope analysis was performed to examine the 
moderated relationship closer:  
 When personal initiative is low, there is a significant positive relationship between 
resources and the learning organization, b 0.34, 95% CI [0.16, 0.51], t 3.75, p 0.00. 
 At the mean value of personal initiative, there is a significant positive relationship 
between resources and the learning organization, b 0.46, 95% CI [0.34, 0.59], t 7.35, p 
0.00. 
 When personal initiative is high, there is a significant positive relationship between  
resources and the learning organization, b 0.59, 95% CI [0.42, 0.75], t 6.94, p 0.00. 
 
 
Variables Step 1 Step 2 
Independent variables 
Access to resources  
Personal initiative  
 
0.464** 
0.035 
 
 0.462** 
 0.075 
Interaction 
Access to resources * personal initiative 
 
0.240+  
 
0.256* 
Control variables 
Age 
Gender 
Educational level 
Position management, yes=1 
Years position 
Years organization 
 
-0.009 
-0.359** 
-0.051 
0.232 
0.000 
0.002 
 
 
-0.330** 
Intercept 3.789** 3.196** 
R2 0.257** 0.239** 
F-value 9.743** 18.762** 
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As visualized in figure 3, when resources are low the learning organization is highest among 
employees with low personal initiative. When resources are high the learning organization is 
highest among employees with much personal initiative. In fact, the positive relationship 
between perceived access to resources and perceptions on the learning organization exists for 
all employees but becomes stronger when employees’ personal initiative rises. In other words: 
the positive effect of access to resources on the learning organization is the biggest among 
employees with much personal initiative. Thus, H3 is supported.   
Figure 3. Simple slopes analysis for the moderating effect of personal initiative 
 
 
The second moderation model consisted of access to resources as independent variable, 
learning organization as dependent variable and creative potential as moderating variable. The 
interaction coefficient turned out to be not significant (b 0.012, p 0.92). Thus, H4 is not 
supported. The results of the moderation analyses are visualized in figure 4. 
 
Figure 4. The moderating effects of personal characteristics 
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4.4 Mediation analysis 
To test hypotheses 6 and 7 the total, direct and indirect effects of perceived workload pressure, 
access to resources and work engagement on perceptions on the learning organization were 
examined in two separate models. The results are depicted in table 10 and table 11 and 
visualized in figure 5 and figure 6. 
 
Table 10. Results of the first mediation analysis (n=242) 
Effects Coefficient R2 F 
Total effect of X on Y 
Workload pressure  learning organization 
 
-0.377** 
 
0.173** 
 
6.971** 
Effect of X on M 
Workload pressure  work engagement 
 
-0.205** 
 
0.048 
 
1.699 
Direct effect of X and M on Y 
Workload pressure  learning organization 
Work engagement  learning organization 
 
 -0.298** 
 0.383** 
 
0.327** 
 
14.123** 
Indirect effect of X on Y through M 
Workload pressure  work engagement  learning 
organization 
 
-0.078*** 
[-0.145, -0.031] 
  
* p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level      *** 95% confidence interval       
 
Note: 1) number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on 
the HC3 estimator; 2) control variables: age, gender, education, position, years in position, years in organization 
 
 
Figure 5. Direct and indirect effect of workload pressure on the learning organization 
 
 
In the first mediation model the total effect tells that a one unit rise in perceived workload 
pressure leads to a decrease of 0.377 in the learning organization when work engagement is 
not in the model and when age, gender, education, position, years in position and years in 
organization are held constant. As R2 is 0.173 (p < 0.01) it can be said that workload pressure 
on its own significantly explains 17% of variance in perceptions on the learning organization. 
The direct effect shows that perceived workload pressure and work engagement together 
explain about 33% of variance in perceptions on the learning organization (R2 0.327, p < 0.01). 
The direct effect of workload pressure on the learning organization is negative (b -0.298, p < 
0.01) and that of work engagement on the learning organization positive (b 0.383, p < 0.01). 
Furthermore, there is an indirect effect of -0.078 of workload pressure on the learning 
organization through work engagement. The true indirect effect value is situated between -0.145 
and -0.031 (95% bootstrapped confidence interval). As mediation occurs when the confidence 
direct effect  b -0.298, p < 0.01 
indirect effect  b -0.078, 95% CI [-0.145, -0.031] 
 
b -0.205, p < 0.01 
b 0.383, p < 0.01 
 
 
Learning 
organization 
Workload 
pressure 
Work 
engagement 
H6 
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interval does not contain zero (Field, 2013; Hayes, 2013), it can be said that work engagement 
mediates the relationship between perceived workload pressure and perceptions on the 
learning organization. Thus, H6 is supported.  
 
 
Table 11. Results of the second mediation analysis (n=242) 
Effects Coefficient R2 F 
Total effect of X on Y 
Access to resources  learning organization 
 
0.475** 
 
0.245** 
 
10.827** 
Effect of X on M 
Access to resources  work engagement 
 
0.466** 
 
0.194** 
 
8.063** 
Direct effect of X and M on Y 
Access to resources  learning organization 
Work engagement  learning organization 
 
0.333** 
0.305** 
 
0.327** 
 
14.179** 
Indirect effect of X on Y through M 
Access to resources  work engagement  learning 
organization 
 
0.142*** 
[0.086, 0.217] 
  
* p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level      *** 95% confidence interval       
 
Note: 1) number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on 
the HC3 estimator; 2) control variables: age, gender, education, position, years in position, years in organization 
 
Figure 6. Direct and indirect effect of access to resources on the learning organization 
 
 
The coefficients of the second mediation model can be interpreted in the same way as those of 
the first model. In the second model there is an indirect effect of 0.142 of access to resources 
on the learning organization, with a true value between 0.086 and 0.217 (95% bootstrapped 
confidence interval). As this does not contain zero, it can be said that work engagement 
mediates the relationship between perceived access to resources and perceptions on the 
learning organization. Thus, H7 is supported too.   
 
To test hypotheses 8 and 9 the total, direct and indirect effects of perceived workload pressure, 
access to resources and the learning organization on job satisfaction were examined in two 
separate models. The results are depicted in table 12 and table 13 and visualized in figure 7 
and figure 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Learning 
organization 
 
Resources 
Work 
engagement 
H7 
direct effect  b 0.333, p < 0.01 
indirect effect  b 0.142, 95% CI [0.086, 0.217] 
b 0.466, p < 0.01 
b 0.305, p < 0.01 
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Table 12. Results of the third mediation analysis (n=242) 
Effects Coefficient R2 F 
Total effect of X on Y 
Workload pressure  job satisfaction 
 
-0.233** 
 
0.082** 
 
2.968** 
Effect of X on M 
Workload pressure  learning organization 
 
-0.377** 
 
0.173** 
 
6.971** 
Direct effect of X and M on Y 
Workload pressure  job satisfaction 
Learning organization  job satisfaction 
 
-0.117* 
 0.307** 
 
0.178** 
 
6.286** 
Indirect effect of X on Y through M 
Workload pressure  learning organization  job 
satisfaction 
 
-0.116***  
[-0.194, -0.062] 
  
* p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level      *** 95% confidence interval       
 
Note: 1) number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on 
the HC3 estimator; 2) control variables: age, gender, education, position, years in position, years in organization 
 
 
Figure 7. Direct and indirect effect of workload pressure on job satisfaction 
 
 
In the third mediation model the total effect tells that a one unit rise in perceived workload 
pressure leads to a decrease of 0.233 in job satisfaction when the learning organization is not in 
the model and when age, gender, education, position, years in position and years in 
organization are held constant. As R2 is 0.082 (p < 0.01) it can be said that workload pressure 
on its own significantly explains 8% of variance in job satisfaction. The direct effect shows that 
perceived workload pressure and perceptions on the learning organization together explain 18% 
of variance in job satisfaction (R2 0.178, p < 0.01). The direct effect of workload pressure on job 
satisfaction is negative (b -0.117, p < 0.05) and that of the learning organization on job 
satisfaction positive (b 0.307, p < 0.01). Furthermore, there is an indirect effect of -0.116 of 
workload pressure on job satisfaction through the learning organization. The true indirect effect 
value is situated between -0.194 and -0.062 (95% bootstrapped confidence interval). As 
mediation occurs when the confidence interval does not contain zero (Field, 2013; Hayes, 
2013), it can be said that perceptions on the learning organization mediate the relationship 
between perceived workload pressure and job satisfaction. Thus, H8 is supported.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Job 
satisfaction 
Learning 
organization 
Workload 
pressure H8
direct effect  b -0.117, p < 0.01 
indirect effect  b -0.116, 95% CI [-0.194, -0.062] 
b -0.377, p < 0.01 b 0.307, p < 0.01 
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Table 13. Results of the fourth mediation analysis (n=242) 
Effects Coefficient R2 F 
Total effect of X on Y 
Access to resources  job satisfaction 
 
0.386** 
 
0.188** 
 
7.743** 
Effect of X on M 
Access to resources  learning organization 
 
0.475** 
 
0.245** 
 
10.827** 
Direct effect of X and M on Y 
Access to resources  job satisfaction 
Learning organization  job satisfaction 
 
0.281** 
0.222** 
 
0.234** 
 
8.907** 
Indirect effect of X on Y through M 
Access to resources  learning organization   
job satisfaction 
 
0.106*** 
[0.045, 0.181] 
  
* p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level      *** 95% confidence interval       
 
Note: 1) number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on 
the HC3 estimator; 2) control variables: age, gender, education, position, years in position, years in organization 
 
Figure 8. Direct and indirect effect of access to resources on job satisfaction 
 
 
As depicted in table 13 the fourth mediation model shows significant total, direct and indirect 
effects. There is an indirect effect of 0.106 of access to resources on job satisfaction, with a true 
value between 0.045 and 0.181 (95% bootstrapped confidence interval). As this does not 
contain zero, it can be said that perceptions on the learning organization mediate the 
relationship between perceived access to resources and job satisfaction. Thus, H9 is supported.  
 
4.5 Moderated mediation analysis 
As a final step a complete model was computed in which the mediating as well as the 
moderating effect regarding the relationship between access to resources and job satisfaction 
were integrated. The results of this moderated mediation model are depicted in table 14. A 
significant interaction is a first indication of moderated mediation (Hayes, 2013, 2015). 
Subsequently, the conditional indirect effects at one or some values of the moderator have to be 
different from zero to meet the requirement voor moderated mediation. An indication with more 
weight than a significant interaction is the index of moderated mediation being different from 
zero (Hayes, 2015). Table 14 shows that there are significant moderations between access to 
resources and personal initiative, regardless the statistical control variables. In model A all 
conditional indirect effects are different from zero at all levels of the moderator and so is the 
index of moderated mediation. In model B and model C the conditional indirect effects and the 
index of moderated mediation include zero. Apart from that, the indirect effects themselves are  
Job 
satisfaction 
Learning 
organization 
 
Resources 
H9
direct effect  b 0.281, p < 0.01 
indirect effect  b 0.106, 95% CI [0.045, 0.181] 
b 0.475, p < 0.01 b 0.222, p < 0.01 
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Table 14. Results of the moderated mediation analysis (n=242) 
Effects Model A Model B Model C 
Interaction 
Access to resources * personal initiative 
 
0.251* 
 
0.263* 
 
0.240* 
Effect of X on M 
Access to resources  learning organization 
 
0.453** 
 
0.219** 
 
0.237** 
Direct effect of X and M on Y 
Access to resources  job satisfaction 
Learning organization  job satisfaction 
 
0.286** 
0.209** 
 
0.095 
-0.001 
 
0.097 
0.009 
Conditional indirect effects of X on Y  
at values of the moderator  
Low personal initiative 
 
Mean personal initiative 
 
High personal initiative 
 
 
0.069***  
   [0.023, 0.136] 
0.095*** 
   [0.041, 0.163] 
0.120*** 
   [0.054, 0.204] 
 
 
0.000  
   [-0.014, 0.013] 
0.000  
   [ -0.023, 0.021] 
0.000  
   [-0.038, 0.031] 
 
 
0.001 
   [-0.011, 0.025] 
0.002 
   -0.023, 0.028] 
0.003 
   [-0.035, 0.039] 
Index of moderated mediation  0.052*** 
   [0.005, 0.123] 
0.000  
   [-0.031, 0.025] 
0.002 
   [-0.024, 0.032] 
+ p < 0.07 level      * p < 0.05 level      ** p < 0.01 level      *** 95% confidence interval       
 
Model A = without any statistical control variables 
Model B = with control variables workload pressure and work engagement 
Model C = with control variables workload pressure, work engagement,  age, gender, education, position, years 
in position, years in organization 
  
Note: independent and moderating variables were mean centered;  number of bootstrap samples for bias 
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals: 1000, standard errors based on the HC3 estimator 
 
 
almost zero. Thus, when no other variables are in the model the indirect effect of perceived 
access to resources through perceptions on the learning organization on job satisfaction 
depends on personal initiative. However, the mediation is not conditional when workload 
pressure, work engagement and the other mentioned control variables are included. What does 
this mean? For all employees an increase in perceived access to resources leads to an 
increase in perceptions on the learning organization (effect X on M), which in turn influences job 
satisfaction as long as perceived workload pressure, work engagement, age, gender, education, 
position, years in positions and years in organization are ignored. The positive index of 
moderation means that the indirect effect increases when perceptions on resources increases. 
Thus, H10 is partly supported. As there is no moderating effect of creative potential, it can be 
concluded that H11 is not supported.  
 
 
 
5. Conclusions, discussion and recommendations 
This chapter briefly answers the main research question (5.1). Accordingly, the findings are 
discussed in the light of previous research (5.2). Consequently, comments and limitations of this 
study are described (5.3). Finally, practical en theoretical recommendations are mentioned 
(5.4). 
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5.1 Conclusions 
An empirical quantitative research was conducted to fill a gap in existing literature. Several work 
environment and personal characteristics that may affect perceptions on the learning 
organization were examined with the learning organization in the role of mediating and 
dependent variable. The research question was: How are perceived workload pressure and 
access to resources related to perceptions on the learning organization and job satisfaction, and 
to what extent do employees’ personal initiative, creative potential and work engagement 
influence the relationships? As a result of  the research the following can be concluded: 
1. Perceived workload pressure is significantly directly and negatively related to perceptions on 
the learning organization while perceived access to resources shows a significant direct 
positive effect. The statistical control variables age, gender, education, position, years in 
position and years in organization did not significantly contribute to the model.  
2. Personal initiative pointed out to be a moderator in the relationship between perceived 
access to resources and perceptions on the learning organization: the positive relationship 
becomes stronger when employees’ personal initiative rises. This moderating effect is 
though significantly weak. No support was found for the proposed moderating effect of 
creative potential on the relationship between perceived access to resources and 
perceptions on the learning organization.  
3. Work engagement is directly positively related to perceptions on the learning organization.  
4. Perceived workload pressure and access to resources turned out to indirectly affect 
perceptions on the learning organization through work engagement.  
5. Support was found for the hypotheses that perceptions on the learning organization are a 
mediator between perceived workload pressure and job satisfaction on the one hand and 
perceived access to resources and job satisfaction on the other hand. In both models 
significant total, direct and indirect effects between the variables were reported.   
6. Moderated mediation analysis showed that the indirect effect of perceived access to 
resources through perceptions on the learning organization on job satisfaction depends on 
personal initiative as long as no other variables are in the model. 
 
5.2 Discussion 
This paragraphs compares the results and conclusions of the current research with those of 
previous studies. Similarities, differences and the added value are mentioned. Again, the 
extensions ‘perceived’ and ‘perceptions on’ are omitted sometimes for a readable text.    
  
5.2.1 Discussion about the effect of work environment characteristics 
No studies were found that make an explicit connection between workload pressure and the 
learning organization. Sure there are studies with related concepts, like job demands and 
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learning. Literature is though not unanimous about the effect of workload or general job 
demands on learning (Ruysseveldt & Van Dijke, 2011). According to a study of Ruysseveldt and 
Van Dijke (2011) high levels of workload are negatively related to workplace learning. They 
found however, and so did Kyndt et al. (2013), that workload has a positive effect on workplace 
learning as long as the workload is not too high – a so-called inverted u-shaped relationship. 
Haney et al. (2006) found such a relationship between workload and learning among interns in 
healthcare. However, the relationship is not applied to senior employees. “It may … be that the 
parabolic curve only becomes evident when a group is working both above and below their 
optimal workload during the period of observation” (Haney et al., 2006, p. 38). Somewhat 
contradicting to these studies Taris, De Lange, Schaufeli, Schreurs, and Kompier (2003) 
determined that high levels of job demands are related to low levels of learning. They found a 
linear relationship between the two constructs, which looks similar to the relationship between 
workload pressure and the learning organization found in the current research.  
 
While many, often conceptual, articles stress the importance of access to resources for the 
development of a learning organization, O'Neil (2003) and Chinowsky and Carrillo (2007) for 
example, little empirical studies focus on these concepts. McHargue (2003) investigated the 
impact of human and capital resources on the dimensions of the learning organization. She 
found three significant predictors: number of volunteers, new assets, and debt ratio. Shafique 
(2013) found out that information systems support the development of a learning organization in 
Pakistan. Lee et al. (2012) found a positive relationship between information and analysis, a 
total quality management dimension, and the learning organization in Malaysia. Based on 
literature and interviews Crouse, Doyle, and Young (2011) created nine categories of barriers to 
workplace learning, among which several resource constraints like lack of time, lack of money, 
lack of training and lack of information. Although comparison with similar empirical research is 
impossible, the current research seems to support the conceptual papers. It is not surprising 
that little literature seems to be available about the effect of workload pressure and resources 
on the learning organization. Song et al. (2013) concluded that in most studies the learning 
organization is put into the role of independent output variable. Thus, the added value of the 
current research fits the intended research goal: examining the learning organization in the role 
of the dependent variable, with support for perceived workload pressure being considered as a 
limiting input variable and resources as an enhancing one.   
 
5.2.2 Discussion about the effect of personal characteristics   
The moderating effect of personal initiative supports Crant’s (2000) assertion that proactive 
employees detect opportunities and take action resulting in change. He concludes that 
proactivity “is linked to many personal and organizational processes and outcomes and … may 
be constrained or prompted through managing context” (p. 455). Singh (2010) found empirical 
support for a direct effect of the proaction element of organization culture on the development of 
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the learning organization. Regarding this point, this research does not fully confirm nor 
contradict existing literature but offers a new perspective. Regarding to the effect of creative 
potential this study contradicts findings of Bae et al. (2012) who found a positive association 
between the learning organization and the level of teachers’ creativity. DiLiello and Houghton 
(2008) investigated the creative potential concept and recommended to test “the hypothesis that 
individuals with strong creative potential are more likely to practise creativity when they perceive 
strong support from the organization” (p. 44). According to the current research it can be said 
that organizational support in the form of access to resources does positively affect the learning 
organization though there are no significant differences between employees with low and high 
levels of creative potential. Thus, since creativity is considered as an essential component that 
enhance learning organizations (Watkins & O’Neil, 2013), other relationships between 
resources, creative potential and the learning organization should be explored. 
 
Work engagement is often studied in relation to the job demands-resources model (Saks & 
Gruman, 2014). According to Saks and Gruman (2014) this model does not specify what kind of 
resources exactly predict engagement. “…some resources might be more important than others 
…” (p. 163). The effects of work engagement are well-known neither. In this respect the current 
research fills a part of a gap by limiting ‘resources’ to Amabile’s definition, by selecting one 
specific job demand, namely workload, and by adding the learning organization as variable that 
is affected by work engagement. The findings seem to be consistent with those of some 
previous studies. Bakker et al. (2007) found that the job resource ‘information’ has a significant 
positive effect on the work engagement dimensions vigor and dedication. Tomic and Tomic 
(2011) concluded that workload has a negative impact on the same dimensions. Remarkably 
Koyuncu, Burke, and Fiksenbaum (2006) found out that the higher someone’s workload, the 
higher the score for the absorption dimension. Furthermore, Ahola, Schaufeli, and Hakanen 
(2008) studied the effect of three job demands, among which quantitative workload, and found a 
positive but cross-lagged effect on work engagement. Generally, in previous studies job 
resources are positively related to work engagement while job demands have a positive or a 
negative effect (Saks & Gruman, 2014). With respect to work engagement and the learning 
organization a study of Bakker et al. (2012) is interesting, as they found a positive effect of work 
engagement on active learning behavior. This effect is though only applied to employees high in 
conscientiousness. In short, the support for the indirect effect of workload and resources 
through work engagement on the learning organization is a first step in expanding already 
researched areas. It offers possibilities for further research. 
 
5.2.3 Discussion about the mediating role of the learning organization  
Workload pressure and resources have been linked to job satisfaction earlier. Iverson and 
Maguire (2000) found a negative association between work overload and job satisfaction in 
Australia. In a study among Belgian employees workload turned out to have a decreasing effect 
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on job satisfaction (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2006). Mikkelsen et al. (2000) concluded that job 
demands, including workload, indirectly influence job satisfaction. Furthermore, according to 
Ellickson (2002) resources are a predictor with a positive impact on job satisfaction. Either the 
positive relationship between the learning organization and job satisfaction is similar to findings 
of previous research. In a study of Savas (2013) support was found for the influence of the 
learning organization on job satisfaction among Turkish teachers. Jeong et al. (2007) found that 
four of Senge’s learning organization dimensions are positively related to job satisfaction. Dirani 
(2009) concluded that Marsick & Watkins’ dimensions of the learning organization positively 
correlate with job satisfaction. Islam et al. (2014), Pantouvakis and Bouranta (2013) and Egan 
et al. (2004) investigated the influence of the learning organization through job satisfaction on 
different outcome variables. In all cases the effect of the learning organization on job 
satisfaction was positive. Chang and Lee (2007) and Chiva Gómez (2008) positioned the 
learning organization as mediating variable and job satisfaction as dependent variable resulting 
in positive relationships too. In short, there are several studies about direct relationships 
between the learning organization and job satisfaction on the one hand and between workload 
pressure/resources and job satisfaction on the other hand. Nevertheless, there appear to be no 
studies that combine these separate relationships. Thus, the contribution of this study consists 
of finding support for putting the concepts together into new models with the learning 
organization concept in the role of mediator.  
 
5.2.4 Discussion about the research context 
Every organization, whatever the industry or business, can become a learning organization 
(Örtenblad, 2001). However, most studies on the learning organization are applied to business 
organizations (Jeong et al., 2007). This empirical research on the learning organization was 
applied to a Dutch healthcare organization. Apart from methodological issues it is though hard 
to compare the mean score of 3.18 with that of other healthcare organizations, primarily due to 
the little empirical research in this industry. Tsai (2014) found a mean score of 3.58 among 114 
Taiwanese nurses, measured through a 20-item questionnaire with a five-point Likert scale. 
Ugurluoglu, Ugurluoglu Aldogan, and Dilmac (2013) found mean scores between 4.09 and 4.93 
for the seven dimensions of the DLOQ among 243 hospital managers, using a six-point Likert 
scale. In the articles studied during the literature synthesis healthcare is mentioned once as part 
of the participating organizations but no separate results for that company were reported. The 
same statement can be applied to studies of Haeffner, Leone, Coons, and Chermack (2012) 
and Berg and Chyung (2008). This finding is congruent with Bell, Robinson, and See (2013) and 
Jeong et al. (2007) who declare that there is a lack of research on the learning organization 
principles in healthcare. In addition, Davies and Nutley (2000) express that there is “precious 
little empirical work” about the cultural values of a learning organization in the domain of 
National Health Services. According to Pantouvakis and Mpogiatzidis (2013) the learning 
organization is a common concept in profit organizations but new in healthcare.  
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5.3 Limitations 
This research has several limitations regarding the research design, data collection procedure, 
measures and analysis strategy. They are discussed below.  
 
5.3.1 Limitations regarding the research design 
All data for this research were collected through a self-reported questionnaire. Self-reported 
questionnaires are a good instrument for measuring personal attitudes, facts and beliefs (Singh, 
2010) and are frequently used to measure personality, cognition and behavior (DiLiello & 
Houghton, 2008). On the other hand self-reported data can be less reliable for several reasons.  
Firstly, it is possible that employees give social desirable answers (Chermack, Song, Nimon, 
Choi, & Korte, 2012; DiLiello & Houghton, 2008) or, for example, perceive themselves more 
creative or proactive then they actually are. Secondly, self-reports can cause common method 
variance (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Bui & Baruch, 2012; Park et al., 2014; Singh, 2010): 
overestimated linear relationships between the researched variables (Ruysseveldt & Van Dijke, 
2011; Siemsen, Roth, & Balasubramanian, 2008). This reliability and validity problem could 
have been resolved by combining self-reported data of employees with supervisor ratings of 
employees’ performances (Bakker et al., 2012). However, this requires identification of both 
employee and supervisor, which deletes anonymity and can increase response bias (Siemsen 
et al., 2008). Therefore the risk on these biases was reduced, as Bui and Baruch (2012) and 
Marsick and Watkins (2003) did, by instructing employees explicitly that there were no right or 
wrong answers and that data would be analyzed carefully and anonymously. Above all, the self-
reported design means that the measured constructs have to be considered as subjective and 
perceived ones. A high score on perceptions on the learning organization does not mean that 
the organization is one as a matter of fact. Furthermore, this study implicate causal relationships 
but due to the cross-sectional design (Egan et al., 2004) and statistical procedures (Hayes, 
2015) results should be regarded as support rather than evidence for the causes and effects. 
Thus, caution has to be taken into account interpreting the results. Finally, due to the research 
design the results should be regarded as a snapshot at a single moment in time. 
 
5.3.2 Limitations regarding the data collection procedure 
Some comments have to be made about the data collection procedure. The first invitation to all 
employees was a special one, as each invitation was attached to an employees’ mail address 
and contained a unique link to the questionnaire. Nevertheless, despite of sending some test 
mails the invitation bulk mail was reported as spam and therefore reached just a few 
employees. To resolve this problem a common email was sent to all employees the same day, 
containing the same text but without a unique link. Due to this modified procedure it was not 
possible anymore to determine which employees participated yet and who did not. As a 
consequence reminder mails had to be sent to all employees, even the ones who had filled in 
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the questionnaire yet. Moreover, the restriction to complete the questionnaire just once proved 
to be disabled. In other words: employees could fill in the questionnaire as many times as they 
wanted. To detect those possible ‘large-scale consumers’ the data have been checked on equal 
combinations of age, gender, position, years in position and organization, and work hours. Two 
cases were found that had a match with other cases on the above mentioned items. Regarding 
the different values on other items and the limited amount those cases were not excluded. 
Otherwise, an advantage of the modified procedure was that anonymously participation and 
privacy was ensured, as email addresses were not collected or automatically registered in the 
data file. Participation in the questionnaire was voluntary. Respondents were not rewarded for 
participation. This may have reduced the response rate for completed questionnaires or may 
have attracted motivated people only. However, to encourage participation several reminders 
and a recommendation of the HRM manager were sent.  
 
5.3.3 Limitations regarding the measures and analysis strategy 
To ensure valid results only frequently used and validated scales have been used to collect 
data. Whereas they were translated into Dutch they demonstrated good reliability with 
Cronbach’s α far above 0.7. Job satisfaction was measured on a single item, which might be 
suspicious. However single-item measures are not by definition less reliable (Chiva Gómez, 
2008) and may be acceptable and “more robust than the scale measures of overall job 
satisfaction” (Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997, p. 250). As a consequence of maintaining the 
original formulation of scales items two out of the 64 items were negatively formulated. 
According to respondents of the test group this was ‘remarkably’, ‘not suitable’ and ‘confusing’. 
Indeed, negatively formulated items can be misleading and reduce internal consistency of a 
scale (Baer & Frese, 2003). On the other hand, reverse scoring reduces the risk that 
respondents passively accept statements (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). In this case the Cronbach’s 
α of the concerning scales, workload pressure and access to resources, turned out to be 
satisfying with α 0.808 and 0,850. An issue of more concern is the amount of respondents that 
started but not completed the questionnaire: 49 out of 292, which is 17%. A possible 
explanation is that, as several respondents commented, some items or topics were too difficult 
or not relevant to all employees and lacked a ‘I don’t know’ answer option. As a result 
respondents may have quit the questionnaire or may have selected moderate answers. Thus, 
whereas literature recommends involving more heterogeneous groups from different 
organizational levels in learning organization research (Ali, 2012; Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & 
Howton, 2003; Weldy & Gillis, 2010), this may have certain consequences that should be kept 
in mind. Finally, in academic world 95 percent confidence (p < 0.05) is a common significance 
level (Scott, Flaherty, & Currall, 2012). In the current research a significance level of p < 0.07 
was accepted in the moderation analysis. This means that there may be somewhat more risk 
that the finding is a result of chance (Scott et al., 2012). However, different significance levels 
are not totally extraordinary. Pereira and Coelho (2013), for example, report results at “mild 
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significance levels” (p. 250) of 7%, 8% and 10%. Černe, Nerstad, Dysvik, and Škerlavaj (2014) 
report “marginal significance” (p. 181) of 7%. Furthermore Al-adaileh et al. (2012) just reject a 
hypothesis “at a significance level of 10 per cent” (p. 489).  
 
5.4 Recommendations 
This research bonds concepts and relationships separately studied in previous studies into new 
relationships regarding the learning organization. The results, discussion and limitations offer 
several theoretical and practical implications.   
 
5.4.1 Recommendations for further research 
As a result of the conclusions, discussion and limitations several theoretical implications can be 
identified. Firstly, validity and generalizibility can be tested through replicating the current study 
among other healthcare organizations or even other industries and countries. A longitudinal 
research design can even be considered. Furthermore, it is worth testing the slightly adapted 
scales used for this research. On the on hand checking the validity of the Dutch translations is 
an interesting domain. On the other hand applying those scales, whether or not adapted, to 
employees with different positions on different organizational levels require further research. 
Secondly, using multiple sources of data can reduce common method variance bias and 
maximize reliability. This is consistent with methods and recommendations of Bakker et al. 
(2012); Bui and Baruch (2012); Joo (2012); and Song, Jeung, and Cho (2011). Furthermore, 
problems with common method variance can be addressed by including scales that are 
theoretically unrelated (Lindell & Whitney, 2001); collecting data for the dependent and 
independent variables at different points in time (Sturman & Walsh, 2014); applying a multi-
traits-multi-method (MTMM) approach (Lindell & Whitney, 2001); or estimating a confirmatory 
factor analysis model (Bui & Baruch, 2012; Siemsen et al., 2008) like Harman’s one-factor test 
(Bui & Baruch, 2012; Hsu & Sabherwal, 2012; Lin & Liu, 2012). Thirdly, more attention should 
be paid to the effect of demographic variables. In the present research their influences were 
hardly mentioned as the focus was on direct, indirect and moderating effects between the main 
variables. However, in some models gender and position turned out to have an additional direct 
impact. Even in previous literature indications can be found that demographic factors could 
have a direct or moderating effect concerning learning or the learning organization and the 
relationships with work engagement and job satisfaction (Berg & Chyung, 2008; Kyndt et al., 
2013; Pantouvakis & Mpogiatzidis, 2013; Rebelo & Gomes, 2011, p. 182; Schaufeli et al., 2006; 
Wang et al., 2007). Therefore it is suggested to further examine the influence of demographic 
variables on the relationships regarding perceptions on the learning organization presented 
here. Fourthly, the selected work environment and personal characteristics may contain 
surprising interrelations. Whereas they were presented as separate constructs significant 
correlations between some of them indicate that they could be mutually related. These 
42 
 
assumptions are supported by literature: work engagement is considered as a predictor of 
personal initiative (Bargagliotti, 2012; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008; Menguc 
et al., 2013); personal initiative or proactivity is explicitly associated with learning and the 
learning organization (Joo & Lim, 2009; Kim, Hon, & Crant, 2009; Singh, 2010); and creativity 
mediates the relationship between proactivity and career satisfaction (Kim et al., 2009). 
Therefore it is strongly recommended to investigate how the researched independent variables 
are interrelated, presumably through indirect effects, and how they could be bundled further into 
a more complete model that offers implications for developing a learning organization. Finally, it 
is recommended to add the variables ‘time available for learning’ or ‘time spent on learning’, as 
workload is often associated with lack of time (Crouse et al., 2011). In addition, attention should 
be paid to a possible parabolic relationship instead of a linear one between workload pressure 
and the learning organization. 
 
5.4.2 Recommendations for practitioners 
This research offers several practical implications for managers in the area of human resources, 
management and change. For the organization under study the results indicate that it is halfway 
between organizational learning and the ideal state of a learning organization. The research 
stresses the importance of reducing workload and providing access to enough resources for 
further development. Probably not a surprising result and definitely a simply stated advice. How 
to build an organization in which transfer of knowledge, change in behavior, continuous 
improvement and maximum performance are ensured? Firstly, it is generally wise to consider 
that perceived workload is something more than a required amount of work in too little time 
(Kyndt, Berghmans, Dochy, & Bulckens, 2014). It either means distractions from creative and 
collaborative work, which is the basis for success and survival (Amabile et al., 1996; DiLiello & 
Houghton, 2008). Therefore, on the one hand, managers are recommended to provide 
structural opportunities for employees to work and learn together (Ayupp & Anandan, 2008). 
Learning, especially informal and spontaneous learning, means considering alternative 
approaches to problems (Amabile, 1997); puzzling, wondering, figuring things out and finding 
solutions to problems that were not fully understood before (Ayupp & Anandan, 2008); working 
with and learning from others through inquiry, reflection and dialogue, for example in special 
project groups or in existing teams (Crouse et al., 2011; Kim & Marsick, 2013; Marsick & 
Watkins, 1994). On the other hand managers are recommended to give authorization explicitly 
to spend time on learning and discussing mistakes, as it is probably the most important factor 
for learning environments (Crouse et al., 2011; Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2002; 
Mikkelsen et al., 2000; O'Neil, 2003; Watkins & Dirani, 2013b). After all, when employees are 
continually overloaded with work and responsibilities daily tasks will get priority. Consequently, 
employees will not take a time-out to review work (Garvin, Edmondson, & Gino, 2008; Rushmer, 
Kelly, Lough, Wilkinson, & Davies, 2004). As a result, employees’ analytical, reflective and 
creative abilities will not be triggered and informal learning will not naturally happen. Secondly, 
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Freeney and Tiernan (2009) emphasize that “many employees’ concerns are not with the 
volume of work but rather with how it is assessed … and valued by the organization” (p. 1558). 
Sharing a vision and two-way communication is a way to address this problem (Ayupp & 
Anandan, 2008). This comes close to the domain of available resources. Therefore, managers 
are advised to provide systems that support learning and sharing knowledge, like electronic 
knowledge databases, virtual rooms, e-learning and intranets (Crouse et al., 2011; Marsick & 
Watkins, 1994; O'Neil, 2003). Such systems encourage employees to explore, mobilize and 
develop their personal capabilities in the organization (Davis & Nutley). Systems alone are 
though not enough. Forms of formal learning, like training and instruction programs, are 
essential supportive elements in making employees skilled at using the available resources 
adequately and effectively (Crouse et al., 2011; O'Neil, 2003). It is recommended to fit trainings 
to the needs of individual employees and record agreements in a personal development plan 
(Ayupp & Anandan, 2008; Crouse et al., 2011), instead of offering training as a mass product. 
“Hence, the learner will not have to waste time and effort attending training courses covering a 
wide range of skills and abilities that they already possess” (Ayupp & Anandan, 2008, p. 25). 
Thirdly, personal characteristics will remain untapped resources when employees can not 
practice their capabilities. “Being able to identify these untapped resources may be especially 
beneficial in many organizations in which people are continually being told to ‘do more with 
less’” (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008, p. 39). This implicates that human resources should pay 
attention to personal characteristics, skills and career wishes. For example as an ongoing cycle 
of personal development interviews, during acquisition and selection procedures, and through 
leadership training and reward systems (Kim & Callahan, 2013). Fourthly, one should notice 
that the journey towards a learning organization is a time and resource consuming change 
process (Ellinger et al., 2003). Because even an infinite amount of time is not enough to 
encourage learning (Kyndt et al., 2014) and because changing one factor is not enough (Park et 
al., 2014), it might be clear that action on different areas simultaneously is needed. A well 
alignment of work environment and personal characteristics will encourage individual learning 
and the learning organization as a whole. The seven dimensions of the learning organization 
can be a helping hand in this. Finally, healthcare should notice the urgency for changing their 
processes of organizational learning into the state of a true learning organization. Due to the 
turbulent world in which they operate (Davis & Nutley), healthcare organizations are forced to 
change continually. Those who adapt will hopefully survive. Those who adapt faster, better and 
more innovative than others will excel and benefit several outcomes concerning quality, 
efficiency, efficacy and satisfaction (Bell et al., 2013). Remember that the learning organization 
is no management or consultancy fad (Marsick & Watkins, 1999b). The learning organization is 
here to stay.  
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Appendix 1. Antecedents of the learning organization, 
a literature synthesis 
Introduction 
The purpose of this research is to examine work environment and personal characteristics that affect 
perceptions on the learning organization. This preliminary literature synthesis aims to answer the 
following question: Which independent variables in previous studies have shown a significant 
relationship with the learning organization as output variable? 
 
Five smaller research questions can be distinguished: 
1. Based on previous studies, what are definitions of the learning organization? 
2. Which of previous studies used the learning organization as a dependent variable? 
3. Which independent variables, methods and instruments were used in these studies?  
4. What was the research context of these studies? 
5. What were the findings of these studies? 
 
Theoretical framework 
Theories about learning, organizational learning and the learning organization have already been 
described in chapter one and chapter two in the main part of this report. 
 
Method 
Synthesizing findings from several previous primary studies is referred to as literature synthesis 
(Dixon-Woods, Agarwal, Jones, Young, & Sutton, 2005). The synthesis is called integrative when new 
frameworks, perspectives or connections become visible (Suri, 2011; Torraco, 2005) and when it 
presents “the state of the science, contribute[s] to theory development, and have [has] direct 
applicability to practice and policy” (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005, p. 546). In this literature synthesis a 
cross-case analysis was used, as developed by Huberman and Miles and applied by McNaughton 
(Dixon-Woods et al., 2005; McNaughton, 2000). A cross-case analysis is a highly systematic method 
for theory-building (Dixon-Woods et al., 2005). The results of the analysis can be used for hypothesis 
generation (Huberman & Miles, 1983) or as variables for quantitative studies (Dixon-Woods et al., 
2005).  To make this literature synthesis replicable (Callahan, 2010; Torraco, 2005) the process of 
searching and selecting previous studies is described below: 
1. In June 2014 Ebsco Host, Science Direct, Wiley Online, SAGE Journals, Pubmed and several 
smaller databases were gone through to find documents about the learning organization. To 
get as many results as possible several keywords and keyword combinations were used. They 
are shown in table 15. However, to reduce the results searches were narrowed to abstracts 
only. In addition, if possible, searches were limited to journals or peer reviewed articles. The 
searches were not restricted to a period of time.  
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Table 15. Keywords with Boolean operators 
English United States English Great Britain 
“learning organization culture” “learning organisation culture” 
“learning organization” AND culture “learning organisation” AND culture 
“learning organization” AND antecedent “learning organisation” AND antecedent 
“learning organization” AND relation “learning organisation” AND relation 
“learning organization” AND relationship “learning organisation” AND relationship 
 
Table 16. Number of search results by keyword and online database 
Keyword 
Databases  
Ebsco Host*
Science 
Direct 
Wiley Online 
Library 
SAGE 
Journals Pubmed 
“learning organization culture” 26 1 324 4 0
“learning organisation culture” 4 1 323 1 0
“learning organization” AND culture 182 21 324 33 21
“learning organisation” AND culture 49 21 323 5 11
“learning organization” AND antecedent 14 2 33 3 0
“learning organisation” AND antecedent 1 2 33 0 0
“learning organization” AND relation 57 4 284 12 4
“learning organisation” AND relation 11 4 284 1 1
“learning organization” AND relationship 173 17 466 19 10
“learning organisation” AND relationship 40 17 466 0 1
* including Business Source Premier, PsycINFO, ERIC, Academic Search Elite, E-Journals, GreenFILE, Library, Information 
Science & Technology Abstracts, Regional Business News, PsycArticles, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection 
 
Table 17. Selection process and remaining references 
Step in selection process References deleted 
References
remaining 
1. Search in databases 3633
2. Delete duplicates 2281 1352
3. Delete non-articles 198 1154
4. Select articles with LO as main topic 946* 208
5. Select articles with empirical quantitative design 132 76
6. Select articles with LO as output variable 56 20
* 21 out of 946 references deleted due to unavailability of the article 
 
2. The references of all search results, mentioned in table 16, were imported in Endnote. 
Duplicates were removed automatically and manually, using the ‘Find duplicates’ function,  
resulting in 1352 references left.  
3. References of book sections, book reviews, conference papers and proceedings, 
introductions, toolkits accompanying articles and other non-articles were deleted. 1154 
references remained, as shown in table 17.  
4. Abstracts of the remaining references were examined to identify whether or not the learning 
organization was the main topic. References with the concepts ‘learning organization’, 
‘learning organization culture’, ‘learning culture’ or a equivalent in the abstract were included. 
References with just ‘organizational learning’ in the abstract, stressing learning processes,  
were excluded from the research. When the abstract did not clarify the role of the learning 
organization concept, the whole article was examined. Moreover, in this step references were 
deleted when the full article turned out to be unavailable. 
5. Next, the articles of the remaining 208 references were deeply studied. Only studies with a 
empirical quantitative design were selected. Therefore, conceptual papers and literature 
reviews were deleted, as well as articles focused on: the status quo of the learning 
organization level in an organization; testing operational learning organization constructs and 
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questionnaires; validating existing learning organization questionnaires; and measuring the 
effects of learning organization interventions.  
6. Finally, studies with the learning organization as explicit outcome or dependent variable were 
selected. Studies with the learning organization in the role of mediating variable were included 
since a mediating variable is directly and significantly affected by an independent variable 
(MacKinnon, Coxe, & Baraldi, 2012). Correlation studies were deleted when the independent 
and dependent variables were not explicitly clarified. As a result, 20 articles remained. 
 
Subsequently, the selected articles were analyzed according to the procedure as applied by 
McNaughton (Dixon-Woods et al., 2005; McNaughton, 2000): 
1. A code list was developed, consisting of categories of data that had to be gathered and 
coded. The list is displayed in table 18; 
2. A within case analysis was done: each single article was studied and coded separately. 
Sections of the article beyond the scope of this research were neglected; 
3. To display the data compactly and consistently (Huberman & Miles, 1983), coded data of each 
article were copied into a table on a separate tab in Microsoft Excel. Each column in the table 
was labeled according to the code list. The corresponding coded data of the article was 
displayed in the row below.  
4. A row was added to each table in which the coded data of each category was summarized in 
small phrases or paraphrases. In this way data are reduced in preparation for the cross-case 
analysis (McNaughton, 2000). 
5. The rows with summarized data of all separate tables were then copied and integrated into 
one large table. The rows displayed the articles. Hence the columns again were labeled 
according to the code list.  
6. Finally, the cross-case analysis was completed: similarities and differences between the 
articles were described and analyzed.  
 
Table 18. Code list for the analysis of the articles 
Code category Sub code Meaning
Title journal Title of the journal of the article 
Author(s) Name of the authors of the article 
Year Year of publication 
LO concept 
 
Concept(s) used by the authors concerning the learning organization 
(culture), concepts of other authors not included 
Definition of the concept Explicit definition of the learning organization (culture) 
Hypothesis Hypothesis, explicitly stated by the researcher 
Method Instrument  Kind of method and instrument to collect data  
Method Analysis  Kind of analysis applied to the collected data  
Method Reliability  Reliability of applied instrument 
Method Respondents  Number of received valid questionnaires 
Variables Variables, dependent or independent 
Input variable Input or independent variable 
Outcome variable Outcome or dependent variable 
Context Country  Country in which data have been collected 
Context Industry  Type(s) of industry of organizations participating in the research 
Context Size  Size of organizations participating in the research 
Context Characteristics Job level or function of respondents 
Findings Main results about relationship between input and outcome variable 
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Results 
In the cross-case analysis stage 20 out of 3633 initial articles were analyzed. The journal sources are 
summarized in table 19. The Learning Organization published four out of 20 articles.  
 
Table 19. Sources of the articles selected for the literature synthesis (n=20) 
Titles journals Number of articles
Advances in Developing Human Resources 1
European Journal of Training and Development 1
Human Resource Development Quarterly 1
Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Reseach in Business 1
International Journal of Business and Management 1
Journal of Management Development 1
Knowledge and Process Management 1
Leadership & Organization Development Journal 2
Management Learning 1
Organization Development Journal 1
Organizations and markets in emerging economies 1
Production Planning & Control: The Management of Operations 1
Singapore Management Review 1
The Icfai University Journal of Organizational Behavior 1
The Learning Organization 4
Total Quality Management 1
 
Table 20. Authors and the concepts they used referring to the learning organization 
Authors  Concepts
Ahmadi, Ahmadi, and Tavreh (2011) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Al-adaileh et al. (2012) Learning organization 
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Bui and Baruch (2012) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Chang and Lee (2007) Learning organization, organization learning 
Chawla and Joshi (2011) Learning organization 
Chermack and Nimon (2013) Learning organization, learning organization culture, learning culture 
Eskildsen et al. (1999) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Fard et al. (2009) Learning organization 
Filstad and Gottschalk (2011) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Lee et al. (2012) Learning organization, organizational learning 
McHargue (2003) Learning organization 
Moen and Federici (2013) Learning organization, organizational learning, learning culture 
Pool and Pool (2007) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Pool (2000) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Power and Waddell (2004) Learning organization, organizational learning 
Sahaya (2012) Learning organization 
Singh (2010) Learning organization 
Song and Kim (2009) Learning organization, learning organization culture, learning culture, 
learning-based organizational culture, learning-related organization 
Song, Kim, and Kolb (2009) Learning organization, learning organization culture 
 
As table 20 shows, all articles have been published between 1999 and 2013. All authors use the 
learning organization concept. However, a small majority use this concept as well as the concept 
organizational learning. This is congruent with Mohanty and Kar (2012), Örtenblad (2001), Sun and 
Scott (2003), and Tsang (1997) who state that the learning organization and organizational learning 
are often used interchangeably. Song and Kim (2009) use the most synomyms to refer to the learning 
organization. (Singh, 2010) seems to distinguish the two concept most by giving definitions for the 
learning organization as well as for organizational learning. To become a learning organization one 
has to integrate learning in the organizational culture (Filstad & Gottschalk, 2011; Marsick & Watkins, 
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1999b; Song & Kim, 2009; Wang et al., 2007). However, most authors of the analyzed studies seem to 
prefer the learning organization concept instead of learning organization culture. 
 
Table 21. Definitions provided by the authors 
Authors Definition of the learning organization concept
Al-adaileh et al. 
(2012, p. 485) 
This research proposes the following definition: Learning Organization is an open system that is 
supported by organizational learning-oriented strategy, developed to respond reactively and 
proactively to a hypercompetitive environment, and easily transform itself to exceedingly deal 
with change. This organization possesses an extraordinary combination of interrelated systems 
and processes, by which individual and organizational learning dynamics and interactions 
become the organization distinctive competency that could insure its position in the future and 
sustain its competitive advantage. 
Ayupp and Anandan 
(2008, pp. 22-23) 
Senge (1990) refers to learning organizations as organizations that support learning in its 
various forms, that encourages experimentation, risk taking, and finally utilizes this learning to 
the organization’s advantage. Learning organization also focuses on the nurturing of new 
expansive thinking patterns and the continuous learning of the organization as a team. 
Bui and Baruch 
(2012, p. 516) 
In our study, we adopt Senge’s definition for LOs: Organizations where people continually 
expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns 
of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually 
learning how to learn together (Senge, 1990: 3). 
Chang and Lee 
(2007, p. 159) 
The academic definition of the learning organization means that the learning organization covers 
individual, grouping and organizational learning with the simultaneous proceeding effort for 
organizational and individual learning. It is a type of collective activity to reach organization-
shared vision. 
Chawla and Joshi 
(2011, p. 268) 
Senge (1992) defines it as comprising of “a group of people continuously enhancing their 
capacity to create what they want to create”.  ... According to Garvin (1993), a LO is skilled at 
creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge and at modifying its behavior to reflect new 
knowledge and insights. ...  According to Pedler (1995) … such a company makes intentional 
use of the learning of individual people, teams, groups and units (shared learning) across 
functional boundaries (cross-functional learning), between departments and through status 
levels (interdepartmental and across hierarchies), within the whole organization (strategic 
organizational learning) and with the company’s stakeholders. ... Kofman and Senge (1995) and 
Kontoghiorghes et al. (2005) refer to LO as communities of practice providing spaces for 
generative conversations and concerted actions. 
Eskildsen et al. 
(1999, p. S525) 
A learning organization is one that, according to Senge, has acquired ‘systems thinking’ by 
mastering the disciplines of ‘shared values’, ‘personal mastery’, ‘mental models’ and ‘team 
learning’ (Senge, 1992).  
Fard et al. (2009, p. 
51) 
The academic definition of the learning organisation covers individual, group, and organisational 
learning with the effort for organisational and individual learning (Argris and Schon, 1978; 
Dodgson, 1993; Kim, 1993; Popper and Lipshitz, 1995; Shrivastva, 1983; Small and Irvine 
2006). It is a type of collective activity to reach the organisation’s shared vision. 
Filstad and 
Gottschalk (2011, 
p.???) 
The ideal of a learning organization is an organization that continuously learns (Senge, 1990) as 
it evolves to respond to various pressures (Grieves, 2008), and where it facilitates the learning 
of all its employees and transforms itself into a learning unit (Pedler et al. 1991). 
Moen and Federici 
(2013, p. 35) 
Learning culture is a concept that reflects organisational behaviour from the perspective of 
learning and development (Watkins & Marsick, 1997). 
Pool and Pool 
(2007, p. 354) 
A learning organization creates, acquires, and transfers knowledge that changes its behavior 
based on new knowledge and insights. Senge (1990) describes a learning organization as a 
group of employees working together collectively enhancing their capacities to create results 
that are truly meaningful. ... The majority of literature defines a learning organization as 
acquiring, improving, and transferring knowledge that improves individual learning (Campbell 
and Cairns, 1994).  
Pool (2000, p. 373) The majority of the literature defines a learning organization as acquiring, improving, and 
transferring knowledge that improves individual learning (Campbell and Cairns, 1994). 
Sahaya (2012, p. 
99) 
In 1993, Karan Watkins and Victoria Marsick (1993;2003) suggested that “A learning 
organization is one that learns continuously and transforms itself……it proactively uses learning 
in an integrated way to support and catalyze growth for individuals, teams, entire organizations, 
and the institutions and communities with which they are linked” (p. 8). 
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Table 21. Definitions provided by the authors (continued) 
Authors Definition of the learning organization concept
Singh (2010, pp. 
144-145) 
He [Senge] describes learning organizations as places “where people continually expand their 
capacities to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking 
are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free and where people are continually learning 
how to learn together” ... itself. Pedler et al. (1991) have defined it as an organization, which is 
in a continuous process of transformation through the learning of all members within and outside 
the organization. Kim (1992) considers the learning organization as an organization that 
manages the learning of all its members through a process of knowledge acquisition and an 
inquiry orientation. Marquardt (1996) defines it as an organization, which by empowering people 
within and outside the organization, collectively learns and transforms itself to better collect, 
manage and use knowledge for corporate success. ... Baker and Camarata (1998) define it as 
an organization that has a climate that supports and encourages new knowledge acquisition and 
through it learning. From this perspective a learning organization is one that has a stimulating 
climate that supports learning and transformation. Nonaka (1991) defines the learning 
organization from the perspective of knowledge creation. According to him knowledge creation 
takes place when tacit-knowledge is converted into explicit-knowledge, disseminated throughout 
the organization and results in innovation in the form of new products, services or systems. He 
suggests the use of “metaphor”, “analogy”, and “model” for the creation of new knowledge. 
Garvin (1993) defines it as an organization, which is not only skilled at creating, acquiring and 
transferring knowledge but modifies its behaviour to reflect this new knowledge and insight. 
Song and Kim 
(2009, p. 244) 
According to Watkins and Marsick (1993), the concept of the learning organization is defined as: 
[. . .] one that learns continuously and transforms itself [. . .] Learning is a continuous, 
strategically used process – integrated with and running parallel to work [. . .] Learning also 
enhances organizational capacity for innovation and growth. The learning organization has 
embedded systems to capture and share learning (p. 8). 
 
In 14 articles a definition of the learning organization is given. They are shown in table 21. In some 
articles the concept is not or very poorly defined. Probably because there is no clear one and only 
definition of the learning organization (Filstad & Gottschalk, 2011; Wang et al., 2007) and because 
many researchers have created their own definitions (Marsick & Watkins, 1999a; Tsang, 1997). Most 
of the definitions in table 21 are based on Senge, some on Pedler and Marsick & Watkins. Shared 
features of the definitions are ‘acquiring knowledge’, ‘continuous learning’ and ‘individual and 
collective learning’. Features mentioned in some of the definitions are ‘patterns’, ‘systems’, ‘behavior’ 
and ‘competitive environment/advantage’. 
 
Table 22. Characteristics of research population and research context 
Authors  N Function respondents Industry Country
Ahmadi et al. (2011) 270 - Public organization Kurdistan  
Al-adaileh et al. (2012) 416 Managers Oil company Algeria 
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) - Managers, executives Financial organization Malaysua 
Bui and Baruch (2012) 687 Academics, non-
academics 
Universities UK and Vietnam 
Chang and Lee (2007) 134 - Financial insurance, 
manufacturing, service 
industries 
Taiwan 
Chawla and Joshi (2011) 51 Top-level executives, 
middle-level executives 
Private and public sector 
organizations 
India 
Chermack and Nimon (2013) 129 Line workers, middle 
managers, senior 
managers, executives 
Profit, non profit and 
private organizations 
- 
Eskildsen et al. (1999) 202 Chief executives Private organizations Benelux, 
Denmark, 
France, 
Germany, UK 
Fard et al. (2009) 140 Senior employees Public organizations Iran 
Filstad and Gottschalk (2011) 65 Managers Police Norway 
Lee et al. (2012) 206 Managers/directors Manufacturing industries Malaysia 
McHargue (2003) - Directors Nonprofit human service 
organizations 
- 
n= respondents who completed valid questionnaires 
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Table 22. Characteristics of research population and research context (continued) 
Authors  N Function respondents Industry Country
Moen and Federici (2013) 269 Athletes/students Sports education Norway 
Pool and Pool (2007) 208 MBA executives Manufacturing, retailing, 
financials, health 
organizations, accounting, 
energy, insurance 
industries 
USA 
Pool (2000) 307 Full-time employed  
graduate students 
Private manufacturing 
industry, private service, 
public government, 
international business, 
other industries. 
USA 
Power and Waddell (2004) 62 HR managers, HR 
assistants/officers 
Public and private 
organizations 
Australia 
Sahaya (2012) 400 - - Thailand 
Singh (2010) 283 Managers Private banks, IT, 
telecommunication firms 
India 
Song and Kim (2009) 275 - Profit organizations Korea 
Song et al. (2009) 321 Directors, executives, 
manager, assistant 
managers, employees 
Profit organizations Korea 
n= respondents who completed valid questionnaires 
 
Table 22 shows the characteristics of the research population and research context of the analyzed 
articles. The number of respondents varies from 51 to 687, with a mean of 246 (n=18). Most of the 
studies took place in Asiatic countries and some in Europe, USA and Arabic countries. Profit and not 
for profit organizations seems to be equally represented. However, the branches of the participating 
organizations are not well specified. Healthcare is mentioned once, by Pool and Pool (2007). Most 
studies focus on a particular population – managers, executives – and just a few took all employees 
as research population. Four articles do not mention characteristics of the population or respondents.  
 
Table 23. Scales used to measure the learning organization 
Scale Authors Items Cronbach’s α
 
 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization 
Questionnaire (Marsick & Watkins) 
Chermack and Nimon (2013) 21 Above 0,7 
McHargue (2003) 43 - 
Moen and Federici (2013) - - 
Pool and Pool (2007) 43 0,75 to 0,85 
Power and Waddell (2004) 16 - 
Sahaya (2012) - 0,970 
Song and Kim (2009) - 0,70 to 0,88 
Song et al. (2009) - 0.868 
Learning Organization Practice Profile 
(O‘Brien) 
Chawla and Joshi (2011) 60 0,705 to 0,981 
The Learning Organization Profile 
(Marquardt) 
Singh (2010) 25 - 
Scale based on Ford, Voyer and Wilkinson, 
Goh and Richards, Senge, Kleiner and 
Charlotte, and Armstrong and Foley 
Ahmadi et al. (2011) 31 0,912 
Scale based on Goh and Richards,  
and Chan 
Lee et al. (2012) 9 0,904 
Scale based on Marquardt Ayupp and Anandan (2008) 5 0,7401 
Scale based on Senge Eskildsen et al. (1999) 5 - 
Fard et al. (2009) 30 0,94 
Scale based on Senge and Reed Bui and Baruch (2012) - 0,69 to 0,91 
Scale based on Senge, Feng and Chang Chang and Lee (2007) - Above 0,7 
 
- 
Al-adaileh et al. (2012) - - 
Filstad and Gottschalk (2011) - - 
Pool (2000) - - 
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As table 23 shows, different scales have been used to measure the learning organization. In eight 
studies the Dimensions of the  Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) developed by Marsick & 
Watkins was used: a selection of items, the short version of 21 items or the full version of 43 items. 
The seven dimensions of this scale are: continuous learning, dialogue and inquiry, collaboration and 
team learning, embedded systems, empowerment toward a collective vision, connection between 
organization and environment, and strategic leadership (Chermack & Nimon, 2013; McHargue, 2003). 
Moen and Federici (2013) deleted the items of the dimension ‘connection between organization and 
environment’. Seven autors created new scales based on previous literature. Four of them created 
scales mainly based on Senge’s model of the learning organization, which consists of the five  
dimensions systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, team learning, and shared vision (Bui 
& Baruch, 2012; Eskildsen et al., 1999; Fard et al., 2009). Chawla and Joshi (2011) used O’Brien’s 
Learning Organization Practice Profile with the seven dimensions vision and strategy, work practices, 
climate, information flow structure, performance improvement processes, training and development, 
and rewards and recognition. Two studies used Marquardt’s scale or theory. Three out of the 20 
articles do not contain any information about the scale. In the analyzed studies the number of items 
used to measure the learning organization vary from 5 to 60. The cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 
internal consistency of the scales is mostly above 0,7, which means that the scales have a high 
reliability (Chang & Lee, 2007). 
 
Table 24. Relationship between independent structure variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) Organization of work positive significant 
Power and Waddell (2004) Self-managed work team concept not significant 
 
Table 25. Relationship between independent process variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Al-adaileh et al. (2012) Knowledge conversing processes: 
Socialization 
Externalization 
Combination 
Internalization 
 
positive significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
 
Table 26. Relationship between independent management philosophy variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Eskildsen et al. (1999) Organizational creativity positive significant 
Lee et al. (2012) Total quality management: 
Process management  
Human resource focus  
Strategic planning  
Customer focus  
Information and analysis  
 
positive significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
Pool (2000) Total quality management  positive significant 
 
Table 27. Relationship between independent resources variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) HRD resources positive significant 
McHargue (2003) Number of volunteers  
Net assets (fund balance)  
Debt ratio (liabilities to assets) 
significant 
significant 
negative significant 
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Table 28. Relationship between independent leadership variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) Management skills positive significant 
Chang and Lee (2007) Leadership  positive significant  
Lee et al. (2012) Total quality management: leadership   positive significant 
Moen and Federici (2013) Coach competencies (CCS): 
CCS creating the relationship  
CCS making the responsibility clear  
CCS communication attending skills 
CCS communication influencings skills 
CCS facilitating for learning and results 
positive significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
Sahaya (2012) Transformational leadership elements  
Transactional leadership elements  
Passive-avoidant influence element 
positive significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
 
Table 29. Relationship between independent attitude and behavior variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Ahmadi, Ahmadi, and Tavreh 
(2011) 
Organizational commitment: 
Emotional commitment 
Normative commitment 
Continuation commitment 
 
positive significant  
not significant 
positive significant  
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) Senior management commitment 
Employee attitude 
positive significant 
positive significant 
Song and Kim (2009) Motivation to collaboration positive significant 
Song et al. (2009) Interpersonal trust  positive significant 
Pool and Pool (2007) Performance to outcomes motivation positive significant 
 
Table 30. Relationship between independent organization culture variables and the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Findings relationships
Ayupp and Anandan (2008) Organizational culture positive significant 
Chang and Lee (2007) Organizational culture positive significant 
Fard et al. (2009) Organizational cultures: 
bureaucratic culture 
competitive culture 
participative culture 
learning culture 
positive significant 
negative significant 
negative significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
Filstad and Gottschalk (2011) Organization police culture:  
Time firm versus time floats  
Change versus tradition  
Individualism versus group orientation 
Freedom versus control 
Privacy versus openness 
Informal versus formal 
Individual competition versus cooperation 
Equality and empowerment versus hierarchy  
Short term versus long term 
Work versus balance 
Task versus relationships 
Direct versus indirect 
Act versus plan 
Practical versus philosophical 
Security versus challenge 
Security/integrity versus effectiveness/productivity; 
Firm leadership versus individual creativity  
Open versus closed  
Traditional versus knowledge organization  
Stability versus instability  
 
not significant 
positive significant  
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
positive significant  
not significant 
positive significant  
not significant 
not significant 
negative significant 
positive significant  
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
positive significant  
negative significant 
positive significant 
Pool (2000) Supportive organizational culture positive significant 
Singh (2010) Organization culture’s dimensions: 
OCD openness 
OCD confrontation  
OCD trust  
OCD authenticity  
OCD proactivity  
OCD autonomy  
OCD collaboration  
OCD experimentation 
 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
negative significant 
positive significant 
negative significant 
negative significant 
positive significant 
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Table 31. Relationship between independent variables and a dimension of the learning organization 
Authors Independent variable Dependent variable: LO 
dimension 
Findings 
relationships 
Bui and 
Baruch (2012) 
Development and training, personal vision, 
motivation and personal values 
Individual learning  
Organizational commitment, organizational 
culture, and leadership  
Individual learning, team commitment, goal 
setting, organizational culture and 
leadership  
Development and training 
Personal vision, motivation, personal 
values and organizational culture 
Leadership  
Competence, organizational culture, 
leadership  
LO personal mastery 
 
LO personal mastery 
LO mental models 
 
LO team learning 
 
LO team learning 
LO shared vision 
 
LO shared vision 
LO systems thinking 
positive significant 
 
not significant 
positive significant 
 
positive significant 
 
not significant 
positive significant 
 
not significant 
positive significant 
Chawla and 
Joshi (2011) 
Knowledge management process 
Knowledge management leadership 
Organization type 
Knowledge management leadership 
Knowledge management culture 
Knowledge management technology 
Organization type  
Knowledge management process 
Knowledge management culture 
Knowledge management technology 
Organization type 
Knowledge management process  
Knowledge management culture 
Knowledge management measurement 
Organization type  
Knowledge management leadership 
Knowledge management culture 
Knowledge management process 
Organization type 
Knowledge management leadership  
Knowledge management measurement 
Organization type 
LO vision and strategy  
LO vision and strategy   
LO vision and strategy 
LO work practices  
LO work practices 
LO work practices 
LO work practices  
LO information flow structure  
LO information flow structure 
LO information flow structure 
LO information flow structure  
LO performance improvement  
LO performance improvement  
LO performance improvement 
LO performance improvement  
LO training and development  
LO training and development  
LO training and development 
LO training and development  
LO training and development  
LO training and development  
LO training and development 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
negative significant 
not significant 
positive significant 
positive significant 
not significant 
not significant 
significant 
significant 
not significant 
 
Table 32. Relationship between a set of independent variables and a set of dependent variables 
 Independent variable Dependent variable Findings 
relationships 
Chermack and 
Nimon (2013) 
level 2 communication skills, efficiency 
mental models, financial mental models, 
social mental models, system mental 
models 
 
Financial mental model  
 
 
Learning organization, dependent 
decision style and intuitive 
decision style 
 
Learning organization, dependent 
decision style and intuitive 
decision style 
positive significant 
 
 
 
negative significant 
 
 
 
Table 24 to 32 show the independent variables of the analyzed studies and the relationship of those 
variables with the learning organization as dependent variable. The independent variables can be 
categorized into structure, process, management philosophy, resources, leadership, culture and 
individual attitude and behavior variables. Most researched variables can be found in the 
organizational culture and leadership categories. Probably because climate, culture and leadership 
are crucial elements for learning organizations (Joo, 2012; Love, Li, Irani, & Faniran, 2000). The 
management philosophy and individual attitude and behavior categories are the next best researched 
variables. This is congruent with Song et al. (2013) who state that behavioral and management-related 
performance variables have been increased in learning organization research. All of the categories 
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contain variables that have shown a significant relationship with the learning organization as the 
dependent variable. Thus, the learning organization seems to have several kinds of antecedents. Most 
of them can be found, again, in the organizational culture category. However, Song et al. (2013) argue 
that different types of variables can be a symptom of research driven by ‘the increased availability and 
ease-of-use of advanced statistical computing software’ rather than empirical foundations and 
theoretical arguments (p. 226). In future research ‘strong theoretical justification is required’ (p. 234).  
 
In three studies the researchers examined the relationships between independent variables and a 
specific dimension of the learning organization or a set of dependent variables. These are shown in 
table 31 and table 32. Again, these variables can be categorized into process, management 
philosophy, leadership, culture and individual attitude and behavior variables with significant and not 
significant relationships. 
 
Conclusions 
The research question of this literature synthesis was: ‘Which factors in previous studies, whether or 
not the Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire has been used, have shown a significant 
relationship with the learning organization as output variable?’ It can be concluded that a wide range 
of variables has shown a significant relationship with the learning organization: 
 
1. Organizational culture variables: organizational culture, bureaucratic culture, competitive 
culture, participative culture, learning culture, knowledge management culture, police culture 
aspect (PCA) change, PCA informal culture, PCA equality and empowerment, PCA 
relationships, PCA direct, PCA open, PCA knowledge organization, PCA stability, supportive 
organization culture, organization culture’s dimension (OCD) openness, OCD authenticity, 
OCD proactivity, OCD autonomy, OCD collaboration, OCD experimentation; 
2. Leadership variables: management skills, leadership, total quality management leadership, 
knowledge management leadership, coach competencies (CCS), CCS creating the 
relationship, CCS making the responsibility clear, transformational leadership, transactional 
leadership, passive-avoidant influence; 
3. Individual attitude and behavior variables: emotional commitment, continuation commitment, 
senior management commitment, employee attitude, motivation to collaboration, interpersonal 
trust, performance to outcomes motivation; 
4. Management philosophy variables: organizational creativity, total quality management (TQM), 
TQM process management, TQM human resource focus, TQM customer focus; 
5. Resources variables: HRD resources, number of volunteers, net assets, debt ratio; 
6. Process variables: knowledge conversing processes (KCP) socialization, KCP combination, 
KCP internalization; 
7. Structure variables: organization of work. 
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Appendix 2. Invitation mail 
On January 12th all 600 employees of the participating organization received an email with an 
invitation to fill in the research questionnaire. This email, in Dutch, is presented below. The name of 
the organization is replaced by ‘XXXXX’.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Beste medewerker, 
 
Zijn er binnen XXXXX mogelijkheden om samen te leren? Heeft u genoeg tijd en materiaal daarvoor? 
Kunt u uw creativiteit kwijt in uw werk? Krijgt u ruimte om initiatief te nemen en voelt u zich gesteund 
en gestimuleerd? 
 
Ter afronding van mijn studie doe ik onderzoek naar lerende organisaties in de Nederlandse 
gezondheidszorg. Ik onderzoek met name of bepaalde eigenschappen van medewerkers en de 
werkomgeving invloed hebben op de leercultuur in organisaties. Ik nodig u van harte uit mijn 
vragenlijst in te vullen. Dit duurt ca. 7 tot 15 minuten. De vragen zijn voornamelijk meerkeuzevragen. 
 
>> Ga naar de vragenlijst 
 
Door deel te nemen aan mijn onderzoek helpt u zowel mij als uw eigen organisatie. Het onderzoek 
levert namelijk een beeld op van sterke punten en verbetermogelijkheden. Naar aanleiding van de 
resultaten krijgt XXXXX tips voor het beter benutten van de eigenschappen van medewerkers en het 
vergroten van het lerend vermogen van de organisatie. 
 
Meer informatie over het onderwerp, uw deelname en privacy vindt u in de inleiding van de vragenlijst. 
Alvast hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking. 
 
Anoeska Gijzel 
Student Managementwetenschappen Open Universiteit Nederland 
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Appendix 3. Original scales – English 
This appendix shows the original scales items used to create the questionnaire applied in this 
research. References are mentioned in the table descriptions. ‘R’ refers to reversed items.  
 
Learning organization 
Table 33. Twenty-one items of the Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire by Marsick and Watkins (2003) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
LOCL01   In my organization, people help each other 
learn.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCL02  In my organization, people are given time to 
support learning.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCL03  In my organization, people are rewarded for 
learning.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOID01  In my organization, people give open and 
honest feedback to each other.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOID02  In my organization, whenever people state 
their view, they also ask what others think.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOID03  In my organization, people spend time building 
trust with each other.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCT01  In my organization, teams/groups have the 
freedom to adapt their goals as needed.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCT02  In my organization, teams/groups revise their 
thinking as a result of group discussions or 
information collected  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCT03  In my organization, teams/groups are confident 
that the organization will act on their 
recommendations.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCS01  My organization creates systems to measure 
gaps between current and expected 
performance.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCS02  My organization makes its lessons learned 
available to all employees.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCS03  My organization measures the results of the 
time and resources spent on training.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOEP01  My organization recognizes people for taking 
initiative.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOEP02  My organization gives people control over the 
resources they need to accomplish their work.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOEP03  My organization supports employees who take 
calculated risks.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCE01  My organization encourages people to think 
from a global perspective.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCE02  My organization works together with the 
outside community to meet mutual needs.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOCE03  My organization encourages people to get 
answers from across the organization when 
solving problems. 
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOSL01  In my organization, leaders mentor and coach 
those they lead.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOSL02  In my organization, leaders continually look for 
opportunities to learn.  
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
LOSL03  In my organization, leaders ensure that the 
organization's actions are consistent with its 
values 
scale 1 almost never, 2 rarely, 3 sometimes, 
4 often, 5 very often, 6 almost always 
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Workload pressure 
Table 34. Five items of KEYS, Assessing the work environment for creativity, by Amabile et al. (1996) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
WL01   I  have too much work to do in too little time. scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
WL02 x I have sufficient time to do my project(s). scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
WL03  There are too many distractions from project 
work in this organization. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
WL04  There are unrealistic expectations for what 
people can achieve in this organization. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
WL05   I feel a sense of time pressure in my work. scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
 
Access to resources 
Table 35. Six items of KEYS, Assessing the work environment for creativity, by Amabile et al. (1996) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
RS01   The facilities I need for my work are readily 
available to me. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
RS02  Generally I can get the resources I need for my 
work. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
RS03  The budget for my project(s) is generally 
adequate. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
RS04  I can get all the data I need to carry out my 
projects successfully. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
RS05 x I have trouble getting the materials I need to 
do my work. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
RS06   The information I need for my work is easily 
obtainable. 
scale 1 (almost) never, 2 sometimes, 3 often, 
4 (almost) always 
 
Work engagement 
Table 36. Nine items of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale by Schaufeli et al. (2006) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
WEVI01   At my work, I feel bursting with energy. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEVI02  At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEDE01  I am enthusiastic about my job. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEDE02  My job inspires me. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEVI03  When I get up in the morning, I feel like going 
to work. 
scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEAB01  I feel happy when I am working intensely. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEDE03  I am proud of the work that I do. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEAB02  I am immersed in my work. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
WEAB03   I get carried away when I am working. scale 1 never, 2 almost never, 3 rarely, 4 
sometimes, 5 often, 6 very often, 7 
always 
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Creative potential 
Table 37. Six items of the Creative Potential Scale by DiLiello and Houghton (2008) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
CPSE01   I feel that I am good at generating novel ideas. scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
CPSE02  I have confidence in my ability to solve 
problems creatively. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
CPSE03  I have a knack for further developing the ideas 
of others. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
CPSE04  I am good at finding creative ways to solve 
problems. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
CPTR01  I have the talent and skills to do well in my 
work. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
CPTR02   I feel comfortable trying out new ideas. scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
 
Personal initiative 
Table 38. Seven items of the self-reported initiative scale by Frese et al. (1997) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
PI01   I actively attack problems. scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI02  Whenever something goes wrong, I search for 
a solution immediately. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI03  Whenever there is a chance to get actively 
involved, I take it. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI04  I take initiative immediately even when others 
don't. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI05  I use opportunities quickly in order to attain my 
goals. 
scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI06  Usually I do more than I am asked to do. scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
PI07   I am particularly good at realizing ideas. scale 1 strongly disagree, disagree, 3 
neutral, 4 agree, 5 strongly agree 
 
Job satisfaction 
Table 39. One-item Brief Overall Job Satisfaction Measure by Judge et al. (1995) 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
CO02   How satisfied are you with your job in 
general?  
scale 1 very dissatisfied, 2 somewhat 
dissatisfied, 3 neutral, 4 somewhat 
satisfied, 5 very satisfied 
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Control variables 
Table 40. Eight general control variables 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
Ideal work hours 
CO01   How many hours per week would you ideally 
like to work? 
numeric  
Years in organization 
CO03   How long have you been working in this 
organization? 
numeric  
Years in current position 
CO04   How long have you been working in your 
current position? 
numeric  
Type of position 
CO05  Which of the following best describes your 
position here? 
nominal 1 kitchen/restaurant 
workers/assistants, nutritionist, 2 
activities aide, support aid, wellness 
worker, 3 special care aid, 4 others: 
dietitian, speech therapist, social work, 
chiropodist, pastor, 5 physiotherapist, 
occupational therapist physical 
therapist aide, 6 domestic staff, 7 
pupil/trainee, 8 management, 9 
alternative service/linen room worker, 
10 counter worker, park and buildings, 
11 trainer on-the-job, 12 elderly 
medical care specialist, nurse 
practitioner, psychologist, 13 staff: 
finance, personnel, administration, 
secretariat, care agency, public 
relations, policy and services, 14 nurse, 
15 nursing assistants, 16 assisted 
living care giver 
Educational level 
CO06  What is the highest degree or level of school 
you have completed? 
ordinal 1 elementary school, 2 secondary 
school, 3 lower-level vocational 
education, 4 middle-level vocational 
education, 5 university of applied 
sciences, 6 university 
Gender 
CO07  What is your gender? nominal 1 male, 2 female 
Age 
CO08  What is your age? numeric  
Comments 
COM   Comments text  
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Appendix 4. Translated scales – Dutch 
This appendix shows the translated Dutch scales items and the converted Likert scales. References 
are mentioned in the table descriptions. ‘R’ refers to reversed items.  
 
Learning organization 
Table 41. Twenty-one items of the Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire by Marsick and Watkins (2003), 
translated into Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
LOCL01   In mijn organisatie helpen de mensen elkaar 
zodat zij kunnen leren. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCL02  In mijn organisatie krijgen mensen tijd zodat zij 
kunnen leren. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCL03  In mijn organisatie worden de mensen beloond 
als zij leren. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOID01  In mijn organisatie geven de mensen elkaar op 
een open en eerlijke manier feedback. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOID02  Als mensen in mijn organisatie hun mening 
geven vragen ze ook wat anderen ervan 
denken. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOID03  In mijn organisatie besteden de mensen tijd 
aan het creëren van vertrouwen in elkaar. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCT01  In mijn organisatie hebben de teams de 
vrijheid om hun doelen aan te passen, indien 
nodig. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCT02  In mijn organisatie stellen de teams hun 
denkwijzen bij naar aanleiding van 
groepsdiscussies of verzamelde informatie. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCT03  In mijn organisatie vertrouwen de teams erop 
dat de organisatie handelt op basis van hun 
aanbevelingen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCS01  Mijn organisatie ontwikkelt systemen die het 
verschil meten tussen de huidige en de 
gewenste prestaties. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCS02  Mijn organisatie zorgt ervoor dat de lessen uit 
het verleden beschikbaar zijn voor alle 
medewerkers. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCS03  Mijn organisatie meet het effect van tijd en 
middelen die besteed zijn aan trainingen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOEP01  Mijn organisatie waardeert het wanneer 
mensen initiatief nemen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOEP02  Mijn organisatie geeft de mensen 
zeggenschap over de middelen die ze nodig 
hebben voor de uitvoering van hun werk. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOEP03  Mijn organisatie steunt de medewerkers die 
ingecalculeerde risico's nemen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCE01  Mijn organisatie stimuleert de mensen te 
denken vanuit een breed perspectief. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCE02  Mijn organisatie werkt samen met de 
buitenwereld aan gemeenschappelijke doelen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOCE03  Mijn organisatie stimuleert de mensen om 
overal in de organisatie te zoeken naar 
oplossingen voor problemen. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOSL01  In mijn organisatie begeleiden en coachen de 
leidinggevenden hun medewerkers. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOSL02  In mijn organisatie zijn de leidinggevenden 
voortdurend op zoek naar leermogelijkheden. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
LOSL03  In mijn organisatie zorgen de leidinggevenden 
ervoor dat de handelingen in 
overeenstemming zijn met de waarden van de 
organisatie. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
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Workload pressure 
Table 42. Five items of KEYS, Assessing the work environment for creativity, by Amabile et al. (1996), translated into 
Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
WL01   Ik moet te veel werk doen in te weinig tijd. scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WL02 x Ik heb voldoende tijd voor mijn 
projecten/taken. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WL03  In deze organisatie zijn er te veel zaken die de 
aandacht afleiden van projecten. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WL04  In deze organisatie zijn onrealstische 
verwachtingen van wat mensen kunnen 
bereiken. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WL05   Ik voel tijdsdruk in mijn werk.  scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
 
Access to resources 
Table 43. Six items of KEYS, Assessing the work environment for creativity, by Amabile et al. (1996), translated into 
Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
RS01   De middelen die ik nodig heb voor mijn werk 
zijn direct beschikbaar. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
RS02  Over het algemeen kan ik alles krijgen wat ik 
nodig heb voor mijn werk. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
RS03  Het budget voor mijn project(en) is over het 
algemeen toereikend. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
RS04  Ik kan alle informatie krijgen die ik nodig heb 
om mijn projecten goed uit te voeren.  
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
RS05 x Ik heb moeite om het materiaal te krijgen dat ik 
nodig heb voor mijn werk. 
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
RS06   De informatie die ik nodig heb voor mijn werk 
is gemakkelijk te krijgen.  
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
 
Work engagement 
Table 44. Nine items of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale by Schaufeli et al. (2006), available in Dutch on  
www.wilmarschaufeli.nl 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
WEVI01   Op mijn werk bruis ik van energie. scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEVI02  Als ik werk voel ik me fit en sterk.  scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEDE01  Ik ben enthousiast over mijn baan scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEDE02  Mijn werk inspireert mij.  scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEVI03  Als ik ‘s morgens opsta heb ik zin om aan het 
werk te gaan.  
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEAB01  Wanneer ik heel intensief aan het werk ben, 
voel ik mij gelukkig.  
scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEDE03  Ik ben trots op het werk dat ik doe.  scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEAB02  Ik ga helemaal op in mijn werk.  scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
WEAB03   Mijn werk brengt mij in vervoering. scale 1 (bijna) nooit, 2 soms, 3 regelmatig, 4 
vaak, 5 (bijna) altijd 
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Creative potential 
Table 45. Six items of the Creative Potential Scale byDiLiello and Houghton (2008), translated into Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
CPSE01   Ik vind dat ik goed ben in het bedenken van 
nieuwe ideeën. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
CPSE02  Ik ben ervan overtuigd dat ik problemen 
creatief kan oplossen.  
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
CPSE03  Ik ben een kei in het verder ontwikkelen van de 
ideeën van anderen. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
CPSE04  Ik ben goed in het vinden van creatieve 
oplossingen voor problemen. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
CPTR01  Ik heb het talent en de vaardigheden om mijn 
werk goed te doen.  
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
CPTR02   Ik voel me prettig wanneer ik nieuwe ideeën 
kan uitproberen. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
 
Personal initiative 
Table 46. Seven items of the self-reported initiative scale by Frese et al. (1997), translated into Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
PI01   Ik ga actief aan de slag met problemen. scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI02  Wanneer iets misgaat, zoek ik meteen naar 
een oplossing. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI03  Ik benut elke kans om ergens actief bij 
betrokken te worden. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI04  Ik neem onmiddellijk initiatief, ook wanneer 
anderen dat niet doen. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI05  Ik benut mogelijkheden snel om mijn doelen te 
bereiken. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI06  Meestal doe ik meer dan mij gevraagd wordt. scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
PI07   Ik ben vooral goed in het realiseren van 
ideeën. 
scale 1 zeer oneens, 2 oneens, 3 niet 
oneens/niet eens, 4 eens, 5 zeer eens 
 
Job satisfaction 
Table 47. One-item Brief Overall Job Satisfaction Measure Judge et al. (1995), translated into Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
CO02   Hoe tevreden bent u over het algemeen met 
uw baan? 
 
scale 1 zeer ontevreden, 2 redelijk 
ontevreden, 3  niet ontevreden/niet 
tevreden, 4 redelijk tevreden, 5 zeer 
tevreden 
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Control variables 
Table 48. Eight general control variables in Dutch 
Item code R Item Value type Values 
Ideal work hours 
CO01   Hoeveel uur per week zou u het liefst willen 
werken? 
numeric  
Years in organization 
CO03   Hoeveel jaar werkt u bij uw huidige 
organisatie? 
numeric  
Years in current position 
CO04   Hoeveel jaar werkervaring heeft u in uw 
huidige functie of een vergelijkbare functie? 
numeric  
Type of position 
CO05  In welke van onderstaande functiegroepen 
past u het best? 
nominal 1 (assistant) medewerker 
restaurant/keuken/brasserie, 
voedingsassistent, 2 
activiteitenbegeleider, ondersteunend 
begeleider, medewerker welzijn, 3 
begeleider bijzonder zorg, 4 
behandelaars overig: diëtist, 
logopedist, maatschappelijk werk, 
pedicure, geestelijk verzorger, 5 
fysiotherapeut, ergotherapeut, 
bewegingsmedewerker, 6 huishoudelijk 
medewerker, 7 leerling/stagiaire, 8 
management: hoofd, teamleider, 
unitleider, manager, raad van bestuur, 
9 medewerker civiele 
dienst/linnenkamer, 10 medewerker 
receptie/park en gebouwen, 11 
praktijkopleider, 12 specialist 
ouderengeneeskunde, verpleegkundig 
specialist, psycholoog, 13 
stafmedewerker: financiën, P&O, 
administratie, secretariaat, 
zorgmakelaar, beleid, communicatie, 
servicebureau, 14 verpleegkundige, 15 
verzorgende, basisverpleegkundige, 
verpleegkundige-verzorgende, 16 
woonzorgmedewerker 
Educational level 
CO06  Wat is uw hoogste afgeronde opleiding? 
 
ordinal 1 basisonderwijs, 2 voortgezet 
onderwijs: vmbo, mavo, havo, vwo, 3 
lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO, LTS), 4 
middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (mbo, 
mts, meao), 5 hoger beroepsonderwijs 
(hbo), 6 universiteit (wo) 
Gender 
CO07  Wat is uw geslacht? nominal 1 man, 2 vrouw 
Age 
CO08  Wat is uw leeftijd? numeric  
Comments 
COM   Ruimte voor toelichting of opmerkingen. text  
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Appendix 5. Questionnaire 
This appendix shows the questionnaire as presented to the respondents.  
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Appendix 6. Summary in Dutch 
Samenvatting in het Nederlands 
 
Introductie en doel – Dit document is een verslag van een empirisch kwantitatief onderzoek naar ‘de 
lerende organisatie’ in een Nederlandse gezondheidszorginstelling. Het doel is inzicht te krijgen in: 
1. het effect van werkomgevingskenmerken en persoonlijke kenmerken op de lerende organisatie; 
2. de lerende organisatie in de rol van mediërende en afhankelijke variabele.  
 
Theoretisch kader - Organisaties opereren in een steeds complexer wordende, turbulente en 
onvoorspelbare omgeving. Factoren die hieraan ten grondslag liggen zijn globalisering, concurrentie, 
nieuwe technologieën en markten, veranderende klantwensen, schaarse goederen en vervagende 
organisatiegrenzen (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Davies & Nutley, 2000; Davis & Daley, 2008; Marsick, 
2013; Marsick & Watkins, 1999a; Pool & Pool, 2007; Senge, 2006). Ook de gezondheidszorg heeft 
met dergelijke omstandigheden te maken (McHargue, 2003; Orthner et al., 2006). Om te overleven 
moeten organisaties zich steeds aanpassen en hun eigen toekomst creëren door een lerende 
organisatie te worden (Senge, 2006). Een lerende organisatie is een organisatie die bekwaam is in het 
creëren, verzamelen en overdragen van kennis dankzij een ondersteunende organisatiecultuur en 
structuur. Die kennis leidt tot nieuwe kennis en inzichten, gedragsverandering, continue verbetering en 
optimale prestaties (Garvin, 1993; Huysman, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Pool & Pool, 2007). Wil 
je toewerken naar zo’n lerende organisatie dan moet je de beïnvloedende factoren kennen en 
begrijpen (Rebelo & Gomes, 2011; Song et al., 2013; Sun & Scott, 2003). Er is echter weinig 
onderzoek gedaan naar de lerende organisatie in de rol van mediërende en afhankelijke variabele. 
Onderzoek naar de invloed van kenmerken van de werkomgeving is nuttig (Park et al., 2014), 
aangezien barrières voor leren meestal geworteld zijn in de omgeving en organisatie zelf (Sun & 
Scott, 2003). Anderzijds lijkt de literatuur te negeren dat persoonlijke kenmerken invloed kunnen 
hebben op de relatie tussen de lerende organisatie en andere variabelen (Schimmel & Muntslag, 
2009). Hiervoor zijn echter verscheidene argumenten aan te dragen. De bestaande literatuur bevat 
hiaten en leemtes ten aanzien van vijf kenmerken die gerelateerd kunnen worden aan de lerende 
organisatie. Dit zijn de werkomgevingskenmerken werkdruk en beschikbare middelen en de 
persoonlijke kenmerken persoonlijk initiatief, creatief vermogen en betrokkenheid. Werktevredenheid 
wordt, tot slot, beschouwd als een belangrijk resultaat van de lerende organisatie (Chang & Lee, 2007; 
Dirani, 2009). 
 
Onderzoeksvraag – Naar aanleiding van het theoretisch kader en de bestaande literatuur is de 
volgende onderzoeksvraag geformuleerd: Hoe zijn de ervaren werkdruk en beschikbare middelen 
gerelateerd aan percepties over de lerende organisatie en werktevredenheid, en in welke mate 
beïnvloeden persoonlijk initiatief,  creatief vermogen en betrokkenheid van medewerkers deze 
relaties?   
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Methodologie – Om de veronderstellingen te testen is gekozen voor een kwantitatief empirisch 
onderzoeksontwerp. Gegevens zijn verzameld door middel van een meerkeuzevragenlijst. Deze 
bestond uit Nederlandse versies van gevalideerde of veelgebruikte vragenlijsten, waaronder de 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ), KEYS en de Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale (UWES). De vragenlijst is verspreid onder alle medewerkers van een Nederlandse 
gezondheidszorginstelling in januari en februari 2015. 242 van de 600 medewerkers (40,3%) vulden 
de vragenlijst op vrijwillige basis volledig in. Vervolgens is SPSS gebruikt voor beschrijvende 
statistiek, correlatieanalyse, meervoudige regressieanalyse en mediation- en moderatieanalyse.  
 
Resultaten en conclusies – De bevindingen van het onderzoek zeggen het volgende: 1) Werkdruk 
heeft een significant negatief effect op percepties over de lerende organisatie. Beschikbare middelen 
hebben een significant positief effect; 2) Het positieve effect van beschikbare middelen op de lerende 
organisatie wordt sterker wanneer het persoonlijk initiatief van medewerkers stijgt. De moderatie is 
echter significant zwak. Het creatief vermogen heeft geen invloed op de relatie tussen beschikbare 
middelen en percepties over de lerende organisatie; 3) Betrokkenheid heeft een positief effect op de 
lerende organisatie; 4) Werkdruk en beschikbare middelen hebben via betrokkenheid een indirect 
effect op de lerende organisatie; 5) Werkdruk en beschikbare middelen hebben via de lerende 
organisatie een indirect effect op werktevredenheid; 6) De sterkte van het positieve effect van 
beschikbare middelen via de lerende organisatie op werktevredenheid is afhankelijk van het 
persoonlijk initiatief van medewerkers mits andere variabalen niet meegerekend worden.  
 
Aanbevelingen - Dit onderzoek vult de bestaande literatuur aan door nieuwe modellen te maken met 
begrippen en relaties die eerder afzonderlijk bestudeerd zijn. De volgende aanbevelingen worden 
gedaan: 1) Vanwege validiteit en generaliseerbaarheid kan dit onderzoek herhaald worden in andere 
organisaties of branches, eventueel longitudinaal; 2) Het gebruik van meerdere bronnen en data van 
verschillende momenten kan de betrouwbaarheid verhogen; 3) Het effect van demografische 
variabelen op de lerende organisatie en zijn relaties verdienen verdere bestudering; 4) Onderzoek 
naar onderlinge relaties tussen de kenmerken van de werkomgeving en persoonlijke kenmerken kan 
resulteren in completere modellen; 5) Tijd voor leren, dat verband houdt met werkdruk, kan aan de 
onderzoeksmodellen worden toegevoegd. Praktische aanbevelingen voor managers op het gebied 
van human resources, management en verandering zijn: 1) Bied medewerkers structureel 
mogelijkheden om samen te werken, te reflecteren en leren; geef ze expliciet toestemming om tijd te 
besteden aan het samen bespreken van ideeën en fouten; 2) Zorg voor systemen die leren en kennis-
uitwisseling faciliteren, bijvoorbeeld virtuele ruimtes, e-learning en intranet; stimuleer medewerkers 
hun persoonlijke capaciteiten te verkennen, mobiliseren en ontwikkelen; bied hen trainingprogramma’s 
gebaseerd op hun persoonlijk ontwikkelplan; 3) Besteed periodiek aandacht aan persoonlijke 
eigenschappen, vaardigheden en loopbaanwensen; 4) Zorg voor een goede afstemming tussen 
werkomgeving en kenmerken van medewerkers, aangezien het veranderen van één factor niet 
genoeg is voor het ontwikkelen van een lerende organisatie; 5) Pas jezelf niet aan omdat je moet 
overleven. Leer omdat je boven anderen wilt uitstijgen.  
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